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ADVERTISEMENT. 


— r^-i r\ * 

The present work, both in its Sanskrit portion and in its 
English, is an amended reprint of three volumes , 1 pub- 
lished in India, which have already become very scarce. 
An abridged form of those volumes , 2 which subsequently 


1 Their titles here follow : 

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy of Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for 
the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad : 
Printed at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup't. 
1852.” 

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary. Books II., III., & IV. 
In Sanskrit and English. Printed for the use of the Benares 
College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. (1st Edition, 550 Copies 
Price 12 annas.) Allahabad : Printed at the Presbyterian Mission 
Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Superintendent. 1854.” 

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnana-Bhikshu. 
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. Translated by James 
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt. College, Benares. 
Printed for the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. 
(1st Edition, 550 Copies : — Price 12 annas.) Allahabad : Printed 
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup’t. 1856.” 

* Occupying Fasciculi 32 and 81 of the New Series of the Biblio- 
theca Indica , issued in 1862 and 1865. The proof-sheets of only 
32 pages of the whole, from the beginning, were read by Dr. Bal- 
lantyne ; the rest, by Professor Cowell. 

The title of the abridged form runs : “ The Sankhya Aphorisms 
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijnana Bhiks[h]u’s Commentary,” &c. 
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up 
63 pages out of the total of 175. The expository matter in that 
Book is derived, very largely, from other commentators than Vijn&na. 
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appeared, contains nothing of the Sanskrit original but 
the Aphorisms. 

While, in the following pages, all the corrections 
obtainable from the abridgment have been turned to 
account, an immense number of improved readings have 
been taken from another source. Three several times I 
carefully read Dr. Ballantyne’s translation in as many 
different copies of it ; entering suggestions, in the second 
copy, without reference to those which had been entered 
in the first, and similarly making independent sug- 
gestions in my third copy. All these 1 were, on various 
occasions, submitted to Dr. Ballantyne ; and such of them 
as did not meet his approval were crossed through. The 
residue, many more than a thousand, have been embodied 


Vedanti Mahadeva mainly supplies it at the outset, and, towards 
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddha. Some share of it, however, 
will not be traced ; it having been furnished by one of Dr. Ballantyne* s 
pandits, whom I have repeatedly seen in the very act, as by his own 
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations. 

1 Many of them, especially in Books II. — VI., rest on readings 
of the original preferable to those which had been accepted. 

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnkhya- 
pravachana-bhdshya , its preface alone excepted, was in print as early 
as 1853 ; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbi&arily 
chosen words apsut, his text, after Book I., is borrowed from it 
throughout, but with no mention of the fact. My advice was unheeded, 
that he should profit by the copious emendations which I had amassed 
and digested from better manuscripts than those to which I at first 
had access. Greatly to his disservice, he would not be induced even 
to look at them. It faring the same with my typographical cor- 
rections, he has, here and there, reproduced errors, more or less gross, 
which might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197, 
288, 357, 373, 374, 381, 390. 
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in the ensuing sheets, but are not indicated, 1 as succes- 
sively introduced. The renderings proposed in the foot- 
notes are, for the most part, from among those which have 
recently occurred to me as eligible. 

That Dr. Ballantyne had any thought of reissuing, in 
whatever form, the volumes mentioned at the beginning 
of this Advertisement, I was unaware, till some years 
after he had made over the abridgment of them to 
Professor Cowell, for publication. 3 Otherwise, I should 
have placed at his disposal the materials towards improve- 
ment of his second edition, which, at the cost of no slight 
drudgery, are here made available. 

The Sankhya Aphorisms, in all the known com- 
mentaries on them, are exhibited word for word. The 
variants, now given, of the Aphorisms, afforded by acces- 
sible productions of that character, have been drawn from 
the works, of which only one has yet been printed, about 
to be specified :* 

I. The Sankhya-pravachana-hhmhya, by Vijnana Bhikshu. 
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My oldest 
MS. of it was transcribed in 1654. 
* 

1 J|©r has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of 
idiom which have been removed j as, for example, by the substitution 
of ‘ unless ’ for ‘without,’ of ‘ in time ’ for ' through time,’ of ‘presently’ 
for ‘just,’ and of ‘ between the two ’ for ‘ between both.’ 

2 “At tho time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne 
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sankhya 
Aphorisms.” “ Notice,” in the Bibliotheca Indica, New Series, No. 81. 

8 For details respecting these commentaries and their authors, see 
my 'Contribution towards an Index to the Bibliography of the 
Indian Philosophical Systems, or my Preface to the Sdnlchya-sdra. 
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II. The Kapila * sankhya - pravachana - sutra-vritti, by 
Aniruddha. Of this I have consulted, besides a MS. 
copied in 1818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne, 
one which I procured to be copied, in 1855, from an old 
MS. without date. 1 

III. The Laghu-sankliya-sutra-vritti, by Nagesa. Of 
this I have two MSS., both undated. One of them is 
entire ; but the other is defective by the three first Books. 

IY. The Sdnkhya-pravachana-sutra-vritti-sdra, by Ve- 
danti Mahadeva. Here, again, only one of two MSS. 
which I possess is complete. The other, which breaks off 
in the midst of the comment on Book II., Aph. 15, is, in 
places, freely interpolated from No. I. Neither of them 
has a date. 

Nearly all my longer annotations, and some of the 
shorter, were scrutinized, while in the rough, by the 
learned Professor Cowell, but for whose searching criti- 
cisms, which cannot be valued too highly, they would, in 
several instances, have been far less accurate than they 
now are. 

F.H. 


Marlesford, Suffolk, 
Aug . 28, 1884. 


1 I once had a second copy of this very rare work, bearing no date, 
but most venerable in appearance. Like many of my manuscript 
treasures, it was lent, and never found its way back to me. 




PREFACE. 


The great body of Hindu Philosophy is based upon six 
sets of very concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary, 
the Aphorisms are scarcely intelligible ; they being 
designed, not so much to communicate the doctrine of 
the particular school, as to aid, by the briefest possible 
suggestions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine 
shall have been already communicated. To this end they 
are admirably adapted ; and, this being their end, the 
obscurity which must needs attach to them, in the eyes 
of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a 
fault. 

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be 
an accurate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much 
of gloss as may be required to render them intelligible. 
A class of pandits in the Benares Sanskrit College having 
been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a 
version of the Aphorisms, brought out in successive 
portions, shall be submitted to the criticism of these men, 
and, through them, of other learned Br&hmans, so that 
any errors in the version may have the best chance of 
being discovered and rectified. The employment of such 
a version as a class-book is designed to subserve, further, 
the attempt to determine accurately the aspect of the 
philosophical terminology of the East, as regards that of 
the West. 

These pages, now submitted to tbe criticism of the 
pandits who read English, are to be regarded as proof- 
sheets awaiting correction. They invite discussion. 


Benab.es College, 
5th January , 1852. 


J. R. B. 




THE 


SANKHYA APHOEISMS 

OF 


KAPILA. 
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BOOK I. 


a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila ! 1 

b. Well, the great sage, Kapila, desirous of raising the 
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found it 
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the excellence of 
any fruit, through the desire [which this excites] for the 
fruit, is a cause of people's betaking themselves to the 
means [adapted to the attainment of the fruit], declares 
[as follows] the excellence of the fruit [which he would 
urge our striving to obtain] : 2 



The subject proposed . 


Aph. 1. Well, the complete cessation 
of pain [which is] of three kinds is the 
complete end of man. 


1 fm: u 

Msji^i unuurajtr survini 

ii 
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a . The word ‘well/ serves as a benediction; 1 [the 
particle atha being regarded as an auspicious one]. 

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which 
is of three kinds, — viz., (1) due to one's self ( adhydtmika ), 

(2) due to products of the elements {adhibhautika), and 

(3) due to supernatural causes ( ddhidaivika ), — is the com- 
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chief end 
of man, among the four human aims, [viz., merit, wealth, 
pleasure, and liberation (see Sahitya-darpana ,§ 2)] ; 2 because 
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is not transi- 
tory : such is the state of the case. 

. j7 c. But then, let it be that the above- 

A question whether the . 

end may not be attained mentioned cessation [of all the three 

by ordinary means. d • -1 • ,1 i , j p 

* kinds ot pamj is the complete end ot 

man ; still, what reason is there for betaking one's self to a 
doctrinal system which is the cause of a knowledge of the 
truth, in the shape of the knowledge of the difference 
between Nature and Soul, when there are easy remedies 
for bodily pains, viz., drugs, &c., and remedies for mental 
pains, viz., beautiful women and delicate food, &c., and 
remedies for pains due to products of the elements, viz., 
the residing in impregnable localities, &c., as is enjoined 
in the institutes of polity, and remedies for pains due to 
supernatural causes, viz., gems [such as possess marvellous 
prophylactic properties] , and spells, and herbs of mighty 


1 ii 

TOT *T- 

hr: h 
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power, &c. ; and when [on the other hand] , since it is hard 
to get one to grapple with that very difficult knowledge 
of truth which can be perfected only by the toil of many 
successive births, it must be still more hard to get one to 
betake himself to the doctrinal system [which treats of the 
knowledge in question] ? Therefore [i. e., seeing that this 
may be asked] he declares [as follows] : 1 



Aph. 2. The effef.fjna.ti on_nf this' [corn - 


The end is not to u plete cessation of pain] is not [to be 

attained by ordinary ini nn **vir i 

means. expected] by means of the visible [such 

as wealth, &c.] ; for we see [on the 
loss of wealth, &c.,] the restoration [of the misery and 
evil,] after [its temporary] cessation. 



u?f- 

t<j: BTWU- 

2 Instead of the reading of Aniruddha, and of most 

MSS., Vijnana has, to the same effect, • Ed, 
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a. * The visible,’ in the shape of the drugs, &c., above- 
mentioned 1 [§ 1. c.]. 

b. * The effectuation of this,’ i.e., the effectuation of the 
complete cessation of pain. 2 

c. Why is it not [to be thus effected] ? Because, after 
the cessation (the cessation of pain is understood), we see 
its restoration, the springing up again of pain in general,® 
[from whichever of its three sources (§ 1. />.)]. 

d. The state of the matter is this : not by the expedients 
above-mentioned is there such a removal of pain, that no 
pain arises thereafter ; for, when, by this or that expedient, 
this or that pain has been destroyed, we see other pains 
springing up. Therefore, though it be not easy [§1. c.~\, 
the knowledge of truth [as a complete remedy] is to be 
desired. 4 

e. But then, grant that future pain is not debarred by 
drugs, &c., [employed to remove present pain], still, by 


1 

2 





3 51 I 


5TT7T I 

* vrrwt 5 1 fiV«nv |: w fa fa fai « I 

1 ttwn^swsfli <r- 
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again and again obviating it [as often as it presents itself], 
there may be the cessation of future pain, also. This doubt 
he states [as follows] : l 



Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt] 
that the soul’s desire [the cessation of 
pain, may result] from exertions for 
the obviation [of pain] , as is the case 
with the obviation of daily hunger. 


The question whether 
the end may not be at- 
tained by the recurrent 
use of ordinary means . 


a. When pain shall arise [let us suppose one to argue] , 
then it is to be obviated ; and thus there is the souFs 
desire, the cessation of pain ; just as one should eat, when 
there is hunger ; and thus there is the souFs desire of the 
eater, viz., the cessation of hunger. In regard to this 
[doubt] he states the recognized decision : 2 

wtrwnrnuwftsfa xxrxrxmxW' mms- 

n 8 ii 


1 7RIXX 

fn qq: TTH: rX 

fxxfq wf^fcX ?TI;H I 

2 V^X <X^T rPHfNixNi (HJI 


^ vytrrai w ^y^x >*x- 

wai xrsnxxxxi^rfayfxt: vs'XX'S sfxrfirex’xr- 
arfh if 


vb * 


8 The more ordinary reading of MSS., and that of Aniruddha, is 
m\°, ‘ excellence/ not with Vijnana. Ed, 
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A ph. 4. This [method of palliatives 
lived! 3 su,J9esiwn nc,ja ' (§3)] is to be rejected by those who are 
versed in evidence ; because it is not 
everywhere possible [to employ it at all], and because, even 
if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as 
regards [ensuring] the perfect fitness [of the agents 
employed]. 

a. For there are not physicians, &c., in every place and 
at all times ; and [to rely on physicians, &c., would not be 
advisable], even if there were the possibility, — i.e., even if 
these were [always at hand] , since physicians are not per- 
fect [in their art] ; — for pain cannot with certainty be got 
rid of by means of physicians, &c., with their drugs, &c. 
Moreover, when corporeal pain has departed, there may 
still bo that which is mental, &c. ; so that there is not 
[under such circumstances], in every respect, liberation 
from pain. For these reasons, such a soul’s aim [as that 
which contents itself with temporary palliatives] is to be 
rejected by those who are versed in evidence, 1 [i.e., who are 
acquainted with authoritative treatises] . 

b. He mentions another proof 2 [of his assertion] : 


1 Ttf? %?rrc*t: 

nfa ?rawro 

t fa ^ 

WR ffa $Wtfv3TC I TtWtrH- 


II 




BOOK I., APH. 5. 


SrhMKfc itTCF* U^TFR^r. n 4 II 

Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method 

Scriptural evidence in ought not to be adopted,] because of 
favour of this view. ° . L J 

the preeminence of Liberation [as 
proved] by the text [of Scripture declaratory] of its pre- 
eminence above all else. 

a . One ought not to endeavour after the removal of this 
or that pain by these and those expedients [§ 1. c.~] ; since 
Liberation (moksha), by being eternal, is transcendent as 
a remover of all pains. Moreover, one ought to endeavour 
only after the knowledge of truth, which is the means 
thereof [i. e., of Liberation] ; because the Scripture tells 
its pre-eminence above all [other objects of endeavour] , in 
the text : ‘ There is nothing beyond the gaining of Soul, 1 
[with the utter exclusion of pain]/ 

b . But then [it may be suggested] , when you say libera- 
tion , we understand you to mean from bondage . And is 
that bondage essential ? Or is it adventitious P In the 
former case, it is incapable of destruction ; if it come under 
the latter head, it will perish of itself, [like any other 
adventitious and, therefore, transitory thing]. What 
have we to do with your * knowledge of truth/ then ? To 
this he replies [as follows] : 2 



^rrHT^qt ^ f^rcicr sfh str 
v* ^rfpTcTsr*? u 

2 irrej ncfbra i 
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H I? H 

Aph. 6. And there is no difference 
An Action met. between t he two. 

a. There is no difference in the applicability of libera- 
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is 
essential, and that it is adventitious, [supposing it were 
either (see § 19. 6.)]. That is to say, we can tell both 
how the bondage takes place, and how the liberation takes 
place. 1 

b. Now, with the view of demonstrating [the real nature 
of] Bondage and Liberation, he declares, exclusively, in 
the first place, the objections to Bondage’s being essential 2 
[§5 .b.]: 

* hsu 

" Liberation must be Aph. 7. There would be no rule in 
SSS’i.KHiZ r ‘he ^joining of means for the libera- 
joined. tion of one bound essentially . 


^cTFFpi: I WFQ ^T- 

I ftfi ?m9T- 
II 

1 


v!) 


2 sro cu^rr- 

^STRTf II 
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a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from 
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage 
is the junction of pain; and this is not essential in man. 
For, if that were the case, then there would be no rule, 
i. e., no fitness, in the Scriptural or legal injunction of 
means for liberation : such is what must be supplied, [to 
complete the aphorism] . Because, to explain our mean- 
ing [by an illustration], fire cannot be liberated from its 
heat, which is essential to it ; since that which is essential 
exists as long as the substance exists. 1 

b. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the 
isicara-gita,'] : * If the soul were essentially foul, or im- 
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not take 
place even through hundreds of successive births.' 2 

c. [Since some one may be disposed to say] ‘ Grant that 
there is no fitness [in the Scriptural and legal injunctions, 
(§ 7. a.)], what have we to do with that? 3 Therefore he 
declares [as follows] : s 


^ i <t*tt sfa 

* tot sfcT i * ^vnfwtj- 
mtr: i 

2 ^ I WTRT nfeRT 

S^T^T Wlr^TRcH I Hff (TFT 

3 StTf H 
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ii t h 


Aph. 8. Since an essential nature 

Scripture would be . • r , 

nugatory , if pain were 1® imp6riSu£lbl6, un&UtilOritcitiVGIIGSSj 

inevitable. betokened by impracticableness, [would 

be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential 
to humanity]. 

a. That is to say : since the essential nature of anything 
is imperishable, i. e., endures as long as the thing itself, 
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential 
to humanity], that, since Liberation is impossible, the 
Scripture which enjoins the means for its attainment is a 
false authority, inasmuch as it is impracticable 1 [in its 
injunctions. And this is out of the question ; Scripture 
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems, 
to be an exact measure of truth] . 

b. But then [some one may say], let it be an injunction 
[to use means for the attainment of an unattainable 
object], on the mere strength of Scripture; 2 [and, since 
Scripture is an unquestionable authority, we may be ex- 
cused from asking or answering the question, why the 
injunction is given]. To this he replies [as follows] : 

n e 11 





8 mvi? ii 
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Aph. 9. There is no rule, where 
something impossible is enjoined: 
though it be enjoined, it is no injunction. 


An impracticable in- 
junction is no rule . 


a . There can be no fitness, or propriety, in an injunc- 
tion with a view to an impossible fruit ; seeing that, though 
something be enjoined, or ordered [to be effected] by 
means that are impracticable, this is no injunction at all, 
but only the semblance of an injunction; because it stands 
to reason, that not even the Veda can make one see sense 
in an absurdity : such is the meaning. 1 


b. Here he comes upon a doubt : 2 



II <10 H 


A douht whether the. M' 10 - If [ 80me 0ne 8 a y 8 J aS in 
essential be not remov- the case of white cloth, or of a seed, 

a [something essential may be not irre- 

movable, then he will find his answer in the next 
aphorism] . 

a. But then [the doubter is supposed to argue], the 
destruction even of what is essential [in spite of what is 
stated under § 7] is seen ; as, for example, the essential 
whiteness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the 
essential power of germination in a seed is removed by 


1 ottoto fa'RugsR ^ 

lief rT H TR ’STTfa- 

i 


2 
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fire. Therefore, according to the analogy of the white 
cloth and the seed, it is possible that there should be the 
removal of the bondage of the soul, even though it were 
essential. So, too, there may be [without any impropriety] 
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, ^[any one 
argues thus], such is the meaning 1 [of the aphorism, to 
which he proceeds to reply]. 

b. He declares 2 [the real state of the case, with reference 
to the doubt just raised] : 



ii w n 


Decision that an es- 
sential 'property may be 
hidden , but not removed . 


Aph. 11. Since both perceptibleness 
and [subsequent] non-perceptibleness 
may belong to some power [which is 


indestructible], it is not something impracticable that is 


enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde- 
structible power imperceptible]. 


a. In regard even to the two examples above-mentioned 
[§ 10], people do not give an injunction for [the positive 
destruction of] something essential, which is indestructible 
[§ 8] . Why [do we say this] ? Because, in these two 


i <ranw- 

a wivre n 
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instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of 
a power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of 
germinating (see § 10. «.)], there are merely the manifes- 
tation and [afterwards] the hiding of the whiteness, &c., 
but not the removal of the whiteness, or of the power of 
germination ; because, that is to say, the whiteness of the 
dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted 
seed can again be brought out by the processes of the 
bleacher, &c., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the 
will of the Yogi, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in 
the case of the roasted seed], &c.‘ 

h. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is 
essential [to man], wishing to disprove also the notion 
that it is the result of some [adherent] cause , he rejects 
the [various supposable] causes, viz., Time, &c. : 2 


1 ^TTHTf^^TRT^- 

#n*FTT ^ H^rfrT I I ^JWSRT- 

*R<rt * cj i 

& 

ii 

II 
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5JTTfxr%T *HNf- 

^RITcT II II 

Time, which applies A P Jl - 12 - Not from connexion with 

to aU, cannot be the cause time [does bondage befall the soull; 
of the bondage of a part. . L 0 -* 7 

because this, all-pervading and eter- 
nal, is [eternally] associated with all, [and not with those 
alone who are in bondage] . 

a. The bondage of man is not caused by time ; because 
[if that were the case,] there could be no such separation 
as that of the liberated and unliberated j because time, which 
applies to everything, and is eternal, is at all times asso- 
ciated with all men, 1 [and must, therefore, bring all into 
bondage, if any]. 

g <sraludi$wrn=r n S3 n 

Apli. 13. Nor [does bondage arise] 

Place, for the same o • 7 7 - „ J 

reason f cannot be the irom connexion with jt)luc6, oithor, for 

caute ■ the same [reason] . 

a. That is to say : bondage does not arise from con- 
nexion with place. Why ? ‘ For the same reason,' i.e., for 
that stated in the preceding aphorism, viz., that, since it 
[viz., place] is connected with all men, whether liberated 





BOOK I., APH. 14. 15 

or not liberated, bondage would [in that case] befall the 
liberated, also. 1 

vTrwTcft ii ii 

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of 
The soul is not kept the soul arise] from its being condi- 
Z*2iiZd hy l ‘ s let ” 9 tioned [by its standing among circum- 
stances that clog it by limiting it] ; 
because that is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but] 
the body. 

a. By ‘ condition ’ we mean the being in the shape of a 
sort of association. The bondage [of the soul] does not 
arise from that ; because that is the property of the body 
[and not of the soul ] ; because, that is to say, bondage 
might befall even the liberated [which is impossible], if 
that which is the fact in regard to another could occasion 
the bondage of one quite different. 2 

b. But then [some one might say], let this conditioned 
state belong to the soul. On this point [to prevent mis- 
takes], he declares : s 


1 ^ i srct: i mm - 

i * ( -h i ^ 

WqffWi: n 

2 3RWT TOfTOWf I fmt 51 5W- 

wnwrfa >inr: ii 

* Ftmif ii 
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3 ra%rs*i ^ yRt ii 'll! 11 

Aph. 15. Because this soul is 
The soul is absolute. [unassociated with any conditions or 
circumstances that could serve as its 
bonds, it is] absolute. 

a. The word iti here shows that it [i.e., the assertion 
conveyed in the aphorism] is a reason ; the construction 
with the preceding aphorism being this, that, since the 
soul is unassociated, it belongs only to the body to be 
conditioned. 1 

rf ^^TOU*rn<^nSW^ 2 ll <\§t II 

Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of 
beings nuL the soul arise] from any work; because 

[works are] the property of another 
[viz., the mind], and because it [the bondage] would be 
eternal,* [if the case were as you imagine]. 


C\ C\ 

2 The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, t|*. Ed. 

8 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives * uninterrupted 
continuance * as one of the definitions of atiprasanga ; and that 
definition, in all probability, suggested ‘ eternal * to the translator, 
who here had to do with atiprasaJcti. Near the end of a, in the 
next page but one, atiprasanga is rendered * undue result.’ For the 
synonymous atiprasaJcti and atiprasanga, respectively, see Aph. 63, 
with the comment on it, and the comment on Aph. 151, of this Book. 

Colebrooke, on various occasions, represents one or other of these 
terms by ‘wrest,’ * straining a rule,’ ‘room for misconstruction,* <fcc. 
As technicalities, they generally signify ‘ illegitimately extended 
application * of a canon, notion, or the like. Ed. 
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a . That is to say : moreover, the bondage of the soul 
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid- 
den ; because works are the prbperty of another, i.e., not 
the property of the soul [but of the mind]. And, if, through 
a property of another, the bondage of one quite distinct 
could take place, then bondage might befall even the libe- 
rated 1 , [through some acts of some one else]. 

b. But then [some one may say], this objection does not 
apply, if we hold that bondage may arise from the acts of 
the associate 2 [viz., the mental organ] : so, with allusion to 
this, he states another reason, ‘ and because it would be 
eternal/ i.e., because bondage, in the shape of connexion 
with pain, would occur [where it does not,] even in such 
cases as the universal dissolution 3 [of the phenomenal 
universe, including the mental organ, but not the soul] . 

c. But then [some one may say], if 

A douht whether the J , , . . 

bondage, aim, belongs nut that be the case, then let the bondage, 

Vie 7ouL klHy ehe tkan too > 111 the shape of connexion with 

pain, belong [not to the soul, but] to 

the mind alone, in accordance with the principle that it 

have the same locus as the works [to which it is due] ; 

and, since it is an established point that pain is an affection 

1 to: 

i TO1- 

to ^ ijrorft tor%: » 

2 JJjpadhi , for which see p. 53, 1, infra. JSd. 

3 ^ TOT^faiR 

TOTOTO TOTOT- 

5:^mroTOTq*Ntar*i: H 
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of the mind, why is bondage [i. e., connexion with pain] 
assumed of the soul, also? With reference to this doubt, 
he declares [as follows] i 1 

II II 

Aph. 17. If it were the property of 

<*£££££ “7 o‘ 1,CT - be 

f)e long. diverse experience. 

a. If bondage, in the shape of connexion with pain, . 
were the property of another, i.e., a property of the mind, 
there could be no such thing as diverse experience ; there 
could be no such different experience as one man's ex- 
periencing pain, and another man's not : [for, it must be 
remembered, it is not in point of mind, but of soul , that 
men are held, by Kapila, to be numerically different]. 
Therefore, it must be admitted that pain is connected with 
the soul, also. And this [pain that belongs to the soul] 
is in the shape merely of a reflexion of the pain [that at- 
taches to its attendant organism] ; and this reflexion is of 
its own attendant [organism] only ; so that there is no undue 
result 2 [deducible from our theorv]. 


1 ^:^FT^VTSfq 

fairer ftrwtf- 

II 



- ^ 

nr- 


firftwprrswufit: i w: nr^sfa 

vD \J) 
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature ( prakriti ) is 
directly the cause of bondage : 1 

cTOT ^rfV TOWT H "it II 

Aph. 18. If [you say that the soul’s 

Nature is not the * y . J 

immediate cause of tJie bondage arises] irom Nature, as its 

souCs bondage . cause, [then I say] ' no [because] that, 

also, is a dependent thing. 

a . But then [some one may say], let bondage result from 
Nature , as its cause. If you say so, I say ‘ no ;* because 
that, also, i.e., Nature, also, is dependent on the conjunction 
which is to be mentioned in the next aphorism ; because, 
if it [Nature] were to occasion bondage, even without that 
[conjunction which is next to be mentioned], then bond- 
age would occur even in such cases as the universal 
dissolution, 3 [when soul is altogether disconnected from the 
phenomenal]. 


tfk ii 





2 Here and in the comment, 


I have corrected 


UFnfu. 


Ed. 


s ^ H^fkfrr nu- 

^nwfran 
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&• If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhana 1 [in 
the 1st case, and not in the 5th], then the construction will 
be as follows : ‘If [you say that] the bondage is caused 
by Nature/ <fec. 2 

c . Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage, 
only as depending on something else [i.e., on the conjunc- 
tion to be mentioned in the next aphorism], throiigh this 
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is 
reflexional , like the heat of water due to the conjunction of 
fire f [water being held to be essentially cold, and to seem 
hot only while the heat continues in conjunction with it]. 


d. He establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this 
point, in the very middle 4 [of his criticisms on erroneous 
notions in regard to the matter ; for there are more to 
come] : 





1 This is the lection preferred by Aniruddha and his followers. Ed . 

2 ^fcT TO 

^cTT II 

wsfrroTOTT- 

ii 

TO^fcT ii 

5 Here follows, in the first edition, the particle fT far which no 

vO' 

authority has been discovered. The word translating it I have re- 
tained, but bracketed. Ed . 
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con- 

What really is the junction thereof [i.e., of Nature] is 

relation of its bondaae , . n , , r . » 

to the soul. there the connexion of that [i.e., of 

pain] with that [viz., the soul,] which is 
ever essentially a pure and free intelligence. 

a. Therefore, 1 without the conjunction thereof, i.e., with- 
out the conjunction of Nature, there is not, to the soul, 
any connexion with that, i.e., any connexion with bond- 
age; but, moreover, just through that [connexion with 
Nature] does bondage take place. 2 

b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage 
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, either 
essentially or adventitiously], he makes use of the indirect 
expression with a double negative, not without']. For, 
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul] 
with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case 
of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the baking], 
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc- 
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the jar, after 
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whereas 
the red colour occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-rose, 
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the 
removal thereof] . Hence, as bondage ceases, on the dis- 
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely 
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 5. #.] nor adventitious 3 
[§11.*.]. 


1 The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertent^ omitted in 
the first edition. Vijnana here supplies the comment. Ed. 

3 h trs- 

(T5JFTT I Sift rT <TcT THI 

II 

3 HSSraTMJlf*: I 
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c . In order that there may not be such an error as that 
of the Vaiseshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso- 
lutely real conjunction [of the soul] with pain, he says 
4 which is ever/ &c. [§ 19]. That is to say : as the con- 
nexion of colour with essentially pure crystal does not take 
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue 
of which, seen athwart the crystal, seems to belong to the 
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever 
essentially pure, &c., could not take place without the con- 
junction of some accidental associate ; that is to say, pain, 
&c., cannot arise spontaneously / [any more than a red 
colour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is 
essentially pure]. 

d . This has been declared, in the Saura , as follows : 

< As the pure crystal is regarded, by people, as red, in con- 
sequence of the proximity of something [as a China-rose] 

^ ff TO: wr- 

& 

i to: mjfn- 

f^RFT TOT^rnSTT- 

urfa%r ii 

m frosnfH » to tto- 

TTUT TO^PT fw 

ftRT ^TTTT 

II 
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that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul 1 [is 
regarded as being affected by pain] / 

e. In that [aphorism, 19], the perpetual purity means 
the being ever devoid of merit and demerit ; the perpetual 
intelligence means the consisting of uninterrupted thought; 
and the perpetual liberatedness means the being ever dis- 
sociated from real pain : that is to say, the connexion with 
pain in the shape of a reflexion is not a real bondage, 2 [any 
more than the reflexion of the China-rose is a real stain 
in the crystal]. 

f. And so the maker of the aphorism means, that the 
cause of its bondage is just a particular conjunction [§ 19. c.]. 
And now enough as to that point. 3 

g. Now he rejects [§18.rf.] certain causes of [the soul's] 
bondage, preferred by others : 4 


1 %IT I *RT f? r*: 
■31%: I 

sfa ii 





f%55- 


%T 5f% 
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^fRFTTU II *0 II 

The Veiidntic tenet on Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too, 
the point diluted. [ does the soul > 8 bondage arise]; be- 

cause that which is not a reality is not adapted to binding. 

a . The word ‘too’ is used with reference to the previously 
mentioned ‘Time/ &c./ [§ 12, which had been rejected, as 
causes of the bondage, antecedently to the statement, in 
§19, of the received cause]. 

b. Neither, too, does [the soul’s] union with bondage 
result directly from ‘ Ignorance/ as is the opinion of those 
who assert non-duality [or the existence of no reality save 
one (see Vedanta- sdra, § 20. &.)] ; because, since their ‘ Ig- 
norance 3 is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind; because, 
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely 
dreamt of was never witnessed. 2 

c. But, if ‘Ignorance ’ be a reality [as some assert], then 
he declares [as follows] : :i 

firarofifa: ii w ii 

Aph. 21. If it [‘Ignorance’] be [as- 

Tke Veddnti cannot serted, by you, to be] a reality, then 
evade the objection , with- . . , 1 n . xr 

out stultifying himself : there is an abandonment oi the [Ve- 

dantic] tenet, [by you who profess to 
follow the Vedanta]. 


1 u 

3 * nTOTWITTTT^fRT- 

firrt dMwfaqN i uht ^nhr- 

3 11 
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a. That is to say : and, if you agree that ‘ Ignorance ’ is 
a reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see 
Nyaya Aphorisms I., § 31] of the unreality of ‘ Ignorance 1 
[and so you stultify yourself]. 

b. He states another objection : 2 

II ** II 

Aph. 22. And [if you assume ‘ Igno- 
The Veddnti cannot ranee ’ to be a reality, then] there would 

evade the objection, with- . 7 ... - 

out conceding a duality. be a duality , through [there being] 

something of a different kind [from 
soul ; which you asserters of non-duality cannot contem- 
plate allowing], 

a . That is to say : if ‘ Ignorance * is real and without a 
beginning, then it is eternal, and coordinate with Soul : if 
[therefore] it be not soul, then there is a duality, through 
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul ; 
and this the Vedantis cannot intend to establish] ; because 
these followers of the Vedanta , asserting non-duality , hold 
that there is neither a duality through there being some- 
thing of the same kind [with soul], nor through there 
being something of a different kind, 3 


1 II 



fWdWdH^ I ^ f? 
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b. He ponders a doubt :*• 

w ii 

Aph. 23. If [the Yedanti alleges, re- 
aUclt 2 Kw garding ‘ Ignorance,’ that] it is in the 
na! ° nCe ^ and UU ' 8 ^ a P e both these opposites, [then we 
shall say ‘ no,’ for the reason to be 
assigned in the next aphorism]. 

a. The meaning is: if [the Yedantf says that] ‘Igno- 
rance ’ is not real, — else there would be a duality through 
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul, 
which a follower of the Yedanta cannot allow], — and, 
moreover, it is not unreal, because we experience its 
effects ; but it is in the shape of something at once real 
and unreal, 2 [like Plato’s ov icai fit] ov : (see Veddnta- 
sara, §21)]. 

ii ii 

Aph. 24. [To the suggestion that 
There is no such thing • Ignorance ’ is at once real and unreal, 

as a thing ut once real n , , . 

and unreal. we say] ' no ; because no such thing is 

known [as is at once real and unreal.] 

a . That is to say: it is not right to say that c Ignorance * 
is at once real and unreal. The reason of this he states 
in the words ‘ because no such thing/ &c. ; because any 
such thing as is at once real and unreal is not known. 


1 n 

J wfayT ^ Sr 



_ "■» C\ 

n 
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For, in the case of a dispute, it is necessary that there 
should be an example of the thing [i. e. (see Nyaya Apho- 
risms, I., § 25), a case in which all parties are agreed that 
the property in dispute is really present] ; and, as regards 
yonr opinion, such is not to be found ; [for, where is there 
anything in regard to which both parties are agreed that 
it is at once real and unreal, as they are agreed that fire 
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ?] : such is the 
impor*. 1 

b. Again he ponders a doubt : 2 

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Yedanti may 
A (ju/siion whether the remonstrate] * We are not asserters of 

Veddnt'i is bound to a- ~ . ... r . 

void self-contradiction. any bix Categories, like the Vaiseshi- 

kas and others/ 

a . f We are not asserters of a definite set of categories 
[like the Vaiseshikas , who arrange all things under six 
heads, and the Naiydyikas , who arrange them under six- 
teen]. Therefore, we hold that there is such a thing, 
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ‘Igno- 
rance * which is at once real and unreal, or [if you prefer 
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see 

BTf BTjfhfb 

i ^n- 



2 
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Veddnta-sdra, § 21] ; because this is established by proofs/ 1 
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to us, 
although they may not comply with all the technical requi- 
sitions of Gotama's scheme of argumentative exposition 
(see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 35)]. 

b. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘ and others 3 are 
meant the Naiydyikas ; for the Naiydyika is an asserter 
of sixteen categories 2 [see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 1]. 

c. He confutes 8 [this pretence of evading the objection, 
by disallowing the categories of the Nyaya] : 

^tt- 

ii 

Aph. 26. Even although this be not 

The self-contradictory compulsory [that the categories be 
is altogether inadmis- . 

sibie. six, or sixteen] , there is no acceptance 

of the inconsistent; else we come to 
the level of children, and madmen, and the like. 

a . Let there be [accepted] no system of categories [such 
as that of the Vaiseshika, § 25] ; still, since being and not - 
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to 


1 sr ■SR I STCTTSUffHTT 

sfa 


2 s 

s II 
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admit, merely on Your Worship's assertion, a thing at 
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to 
all fitness : otherwise, we might as well accept also the 
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like : 
such is the meaning . 1 

b. Certain heretics [deniers of the authority of the 
Yedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen- 
tary duration [individually; each being, however, replaced 
by its facsimile the next instant, so that the uninterrupted 
series of productions becomes something equivalent to 
continuous duration], and that by the influence 2 of these 
the bondage of the soul [is occasioned]. This he objects 
to, [as follows] : 3 


1 rTOTfa 

II 

2 Vasana, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has rendered variously, in 
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewhere. It is well 
defined, in Prof. Benfey’s Sanskrit -English Dictionary: * An 
impression remaining unconsciously in the mind, from past actions, 
etc., and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or 
pain/ Ed. 

3 ^renftcran ^Tsrfwrr: 

*rfcT n 
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The heretical theory of a 
tuccession of momentary 
ofrjects from all eternity , 
as causing the soul's bon- 
dage , rejected. 


Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof, 
moreover, is not caused by any in- 
fluence of objects from all eternity. 


a. ‘Thereof/ i.e., of the soul. An eternal influence of 
objects, an influence of objects the effect of which, in the 
shape of a continued stream, has had no commence- 
ment, — not by this y either, is it possible that the bondage 
[of the soul] has been occasioned : such is the meaning. 2 

b. He states the reason of this [impossibility] : 3 


refkuroinfR 5 n ii 


1 Instead of , Aniruddha has the substantially 

equivalent -fafcrr. Ed. 


^rerr^R: i 


XRTf- 


crfeftnrasftr 


w * ii 


4 Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un- 
authorized ^TRTC 0 , which I have corrected. The reading 
here followed, is, perhaps, that of Aniruddha. 

X>& 0 is the form of the word recognized by Vijnana ; and I know 
of no manuscript warrant for the alteration of it sten in the following 
page, 1, — an extract from his commentary. It is, further, a regular 
derivative, which the other is not, if it is not even unjustified by 
grammatical prescription. Ed . 

4 Aniruddha has $ ‘ division/ in place of -<2TR-R°’ 

‘ separation.* Ed . 
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Aph . 28. Also [in my opinion, as 

wlwettiifnrt*" 01 ^ we ^ as in y ours > apparently], between 
* the external and the internal there is 

not the relation of influenced and influencer; because 
there is a local separation ; as there is between him that 
stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pataliputra. 

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are 
at present objecting to], the soul is circumscribed, residing 
entirely within the body ; and that which is thus within 
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced and the 
influencer, as regards an external object. Why? Because 
they are separated in regard to place ; like two persons 
the one of whom remains in Srughna and the other in 
Pataliputra: such is the meaning. Because the affection 
which we call i influence * (vdmna) is seen only when 
there is conjunction, such as that of madder and the cloth 
to which it gives its colour], or that of flowers and the 
flower-basket 1 [to which they impart their odour.] 

b. By the word ‘ also 9 the absence of conjunction 
[between the soul and objects (see § 15)], &c., which he 
himself holds, is connected 2 [with the matter of the pre- 
sent aphorism]. 


1 rRR TRW cTWT- 

*mfcT i i 

STUFFS* ^XFFtT *TOT FftWTW- 

^•R^T «TT II 

II 
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c. Srugtma and Pataliputra [Palibothra, or Patna] are 
two several places far apart. 1 

d. But then [these heretics may reply], 'The influence 
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there is 
a contact with the object ; inasmuch as the soul, according 
to us , goes to the place of the object, just as the senses, 
according to Your Worship. 1 Therefore he declares [as 
follows] : 

gRwr n n 

Apk . 29. [It is impossible that the 
On tlx heretical view , souPs bondage should arise] from an 

the free soul irould he . n J , 

equally habte to bondage, influence received m the same place 
[where the object is ; because, in that 
case], there would be no distinction between the two, [the 
bond and the free] . 

a . To complete the sense, we must supply as follows : 
‘ It is impossible that the bondage should arise from an 
influence received in one and the same place with the 
object/ Why ? Because there would be no distinction 
between the two, the soul bound and the soul free ; because 
bondage would [in that case] befall the liberated soul, also ; 
[the free soul, according to this hypothesis, being just 
as likely to come across objects as any other] : such is 
the meaning. 3 


1 h 



I FRTf ii 
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b. Here he ponders a doubt 



II ?0 II 


Aph. 30, If [the heretic, wishing to 
deface ret ^ sattempted save his theory, suggests that a differ- 
ence between the two cases (see §29) 
does exist] in virtue of the unseen , [i.e., of merit and 
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism]. 

a . That is to say, [the heretic may argue] : ‘ But then, 
granting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike 
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when 
they become conjoined with them in one and the same 
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely 
from the force of the unseen , [i.e., from the merit and 
demerit of this or that soul; the soul that is liberated 
alike from merit and demerit being able to encounter, with 
impunity, the object that would enchain one differently 
circumstanced}’: if 2 [this be urged, then we look forward]. 

a . This he disputes, 3 [as follows] : 


szrwt -swmftsn}: ii 


2 



tfu II 
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in 
Each bank must bear relation of deserver and bestow er, 

tts own burden . # i as r 

since the two do not belong to one 

and the same time. 

a . Since^ in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are 
distinct, and do not belong to the same time [believing, as 
thou heretically dost, not only that objects (see §26. ft.) 
momentarily perish and are replaced, but that the duration 
of souls , also, is of a like description], there is positively 
no such relation [between the soul at one time and its suc- 
cessor at another] as that of deserver and bestower [or 
transmitter of its merits or demerits] ; because it is impos- 
sible that there should be an influence of objects [§ 27] 
taking effect on a patient [say, the soul of to-day], occa- 
sioned by the ‘ unseen ’ [merit or demerit] belonging to 
an agent [say, the soul of yesterday, which, on the hypo- 
thesis in question, is a numerically different individual] : 
such is the meaning. 1 

ft. He ponders a doubt: 2 t 

%7T II 3=> II 

Aph . 32. If [the heretic suggests 
Whether merit may, or that] the case is like that of the cere- 

uniy not , be imputed . -J 

monies in regard to a son, [then he 
will find his reply by looking forward]. 

a . But then [the heretic, admitting the principle that 

1 ?nsr 

c ^ 

wfh%T ■fawTOu: WRfapS: II 
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the merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the 
agent, may urge that], as the son is benefited by ceremonies 
in regard to a son, such as that [ceremony (see Colebrooke’s 
‘ Hindu Law/ Yol. III., p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation 
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the father 
[who performs the ceremonies, to propitiate the gods], in 
like manner there may be an influence of objects on the 
experiencer [say, the soul of to-day], through the ‘ unseen* 
[merit or demerit] that belongs even to a different subject 
[say, the soul of yesterday] : such is the meaning 1 [of the 
heretic]. 

h . He refutes this, by showing that the illustration is 
not a fact : 2 

mu; ^TTpInn^rrf?- 

7TT 5 flfwtrT ' II 33 II 

Aph. 33. [Your illustration proves 

Tins will not help the nothing ;] for, in that case, there is no 
one permanent soul which could be 
CQn sg j?i , ^tod by the ceremonies in anticipation of concep- 
tion, &c. ~ * ‘" r ~ 

a . ‘ In that case/ i.e., on thy theory, too, the benefit of 

nwr TO^TXT^iTTT 

a ^I"irfeSTT mftlTfcT II 

8 Aniruddha has nHTVRTf^i^T • and Dr. Ballan- 
tyne’s rendering suits it. Ed . 

4 A common reading, but inferior, is 
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the son, by [means of the performance of] 1 the ceremonies in 
anticipation of conception, &c., could not take place ; ‘ for/ 
i.e., because, on that theory, there is not one [self -identi- 
cal] soul, continuing from the [time of] conception to 
birth, which could be consecrated [by the ceremonies in 
question], so as to be a fit subject for the duties that per- 
tain to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture 
with the sacred thread, for which the young Brahman 
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation 
of his conception had been omitted] : and thus your illus- 
tration is noi; a real one, 2 [on your own theory : it is not a 
thing that you can assert as a fact]. 

b. And, according to my theory, also, your illustration 
is not a fact ; seeing that it is possible that the benefit to 
the son should arise from the ‘ unseen ’ [merit] deposited 
in the son by means of the ceremony regarding the son : 
for it is an implied tenet [of my school], that it [the soul] 
is permanent [in its self-identity]; and there is the injunc- 
tion* [of Manu, (Ch. II., v. 26), with regard to the cere- 
monies in question, which proceeds on the same grounds]. 


1 The brackets are of my inserting. Ed. 

! rpHFT ’J'tWT- 

Traftr ^ w fi wffirc i4hjrhk«i 

•rrfw smre- 

vqmfafiftsH: n 



BOOK I., APH. 34. 


37 


c. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength 
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,] ‘ But then, since 
bondage , also, [like everything else] is momentary, let 
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, or 
nothing at all for its cause,’ 1 [which view of matters is 
propounded in the next aphorism] : 

Aph. 34. Since there is no such 
Whether bondage may thin# as a permanent result Ton the 

not m momentary , and so - . , A _ . ~ 

require no cause. heretical view], the momentariness [ot 

bondage, also, is to be admitted]. 

a . ‘ Of bondage , : this must be supplied, \to complete 
the aphorism]. 2 

b. And thus the point relied on is, that it [i.e., bondage] 
have no cause at all. And so this is the application [of 
the argument, viz.] : 

(1) Bondage, &c., is momentary ; 

(2) Because it exists, 

(3) [Everything that exists is momentary,] as 
the apex of the lamp-flame, or the like. 3 


1 'wwfa l c; fail'd cfiRlQ%r- 

^ rs - 

SHT^3RTT*U3RT ^fT I «TT- 

a ii 

3 ttot tokui* i 
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C. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘ exist- 
ence ’] does not extend unduly 1 [as you may object,] to the 
case of ajar, or the like ; because that , also [in my opinion], 
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary]. 
This [in fact] is precisely what is asserted in the ex- 
pression, ‘ since there is no such thing as a permanent 
result’ 2 [§34]. 

d. He objects 8 [to this heretical view] : 

i 

ii n 

Aph . 35. No, [things are not mo- 
The fact of recount - mentary in their duration] ; for the 

turn proves that thinys , , . „ J 

are not momentary. absurdity oi this is proved by recog- 
nition. 

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary ; because the 
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite 
argument [to that under § 34. &.], taken from such facts 
of recognition as, * what I saw, that same do I touch/ 
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. : 

(1) Bondage, &c., is permanent ; 

(2) Because it exists, 


1 Vyabhichdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work 
and others, the translator has given it many meanings ; and so has 
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various contexts, by ‘ contradiction/ 
‘ derogation/ ‘ failure/ ‘ impossibility/ 4 unoperativeness/ &c. As a 
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle 
term, unaccompanied by the major term. Ed . 
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(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,] as a 
jar, or the like. 1 

u z% n 

That Mn<» are mo- A P L 36 ' And [ thin S S are not _ mo- 
merUary is contradicted mentary ;] because this is contradicted 

by Scripture and rea- , 0 , 

toning. by Scripture and by reasoning. 


a . That is to say : nothing is momentary ; because the 
general principle, that the whole world, consisting of 
effects and causes, is momentary, is contradicted by such 
texts as this, viz., ‘ [All] this, 0 ingenuous one, was 
antecedently existing/ and by such Scriptural and other 
arguments as this, viz., ‘ How should what exists proceed 
from the non-existent ? ’ 2 


n ?s> h 


The heretic's illustra- 
tion is not a truth. 


Apli. 37. And [we reject the argu- 
ment of this heretic ;] because his 
instance is not a fact. 


1 ^ 

'qfwmm ^TVT- 

f^srsb a 

KlVT^ II 
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a. That is to say : the general principle of the momen- 
tariness [of all things] is denied ; because this momentary 
character does not [in fact] belong to the apex of the 
lamp-flame, &c., the instance [on which thou, heretic, 
dost ground thy generalization, (§ 34. 6.)]. Moreover, thou 
quite errest in regard to momentariness, in that instance, 
from not taking account of the minute and numerous 
instants [really included in a duration which seems to thee 
momentary] : such is the import. 1 


b. Moreover, if the momentary dura- 
rf things were rnrmen- tion, &c., [of things] be asserted, then 

TelJ™lf°c«L!*and there can be no 8Uch thing as the re- 
e fect. lation of cause and effect, in the case 

of the earth and the jar, and the like. 
And you must not say that there is no such thing as that 
[relation of cause and effect] ; because it is proved to be a 
reality by the fact that, otherwise, there would be no such 
thing as the efforts of him who desires an effect, [and 
who, therefore, sets in operation the causes adapted to its 
production]. With reference to this, he declares [as 
follows] : 3 



1 
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Aph. 38. It is not between two things 

The camal relation is coming simultaneously into existence, 
not between things that , ? , p 

arise simultaneously. that the relation Ol CaUSO and GIIGCt 

exists. 

a. Let us ask, does the relation of product and [material] 
cause exist between the earth and the jar, as simultaneously 
coming into [their supposed momentary] existence, or as 
successive ? Not the first ; because there is nothing to 
lead to such an inference, and because we should not [in 
that case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with 
earth, &c., [with a view to the jar’s subsequent production]. 
Neither is it the last ; in regard to which he declares [as 
follows] i 1 

^TTOFTTcT II II 

Aph. 39. Because, when the antece - 

A product cannot sur- (jgnt departs, the consequent is unfit 
[to arise, and survive it]. 

a. The relation of cause and effect is, further, inconsis- 
tent with the theory of the momentary duration of things ; 
because, at the time when the antecedent, i. e., the cause, 
departs, the consequent, i.e., the product, is ‘unfit,’ i.e., is 
not competent to arise ; because, that is to say, a product 
is cognized - only by its inhering in [and being substan- 
tially identical with, however formally different from,] its 


1 wfarm- 

WTf II 
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substantial cause, 1 [and is incapable, therefore, of sur- 
viving it]T 

b . With reference to this same [topic, viz., the] substan- 
tial cause, he mentions another [the converse] objection 2 
[to the theory of the momentary duration of things] : 

*T II Ho II 

Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the 
The coexistence of sub- theory of the momentary duration of 

impZsibu! i/mnys be thill g 8 ’ Can there be 8Uch a relation as 
momentary. that of cause and effect] ; because, while 

the one [the antecedent] exists, the 
other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two 
keep always asunder. 3 ^ 

a , To complete [the aphorism], we must say, ‘ moreover, 
[on the theory objected to], there can be no such relation 
as that of cause and effect ; because, at the time when the 
antecedent exists, the consequent cannot coexist with it, 
the two being mutually exclusive/ 4 The two suggesters 
of the relation of cause and effect, in product and sub 


^n^T- 







3 For vyabhichdra , the word used in the original, see 1, at p. 38, 
supra, Ed, 


4 Here again occurs, in the Sanskrit, the term vyabhichdra, Ed, 
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stance, 1 are (1) this concomitancy of affirmatives, that, 
while the product exists, the substance thereof exists, and 
(2) this concomitancy of negatives, 2 that, when the sub- 
stance no longer exists, the product no longer exists : and 
these two [conditions, on your theory] cannot be ; because, 
since things [in your opinion,] are momentary in their 
duration, the two [viz., the substance and the product], 
inasmuch as they are antecedent and consequent, 2 belong 
to opposite times, 4 [and cannot, therefore, coexist ; for the 
product, according to you, does not come into existence 
until its substance has perished, which is contrary to the 
nature of the causal relation just defined]. 

b. But then, [the heretic may say, do not let the co- 
existence of substance and product be insisted upon, as 
indispensable to the causal relation between the two, but] 
‘ let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause, 


1 I have inserted the words ‘ in product and substance.' Ed. 

2 The original dual of ‘ concomitancy of affirmatives * and ‘ con- 
comitancy of negatives ' is anwayavyatireJcau. For other English 
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see 
Book VI., Aph. 15 and 63. Ed. 

8 * Antecedent and consequent ' renders kramika , translated * suc- 
cessive’ in Aph. 38, a , at p. 41, supra. Ed . 
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as it belongs to the instrumental cause, in respect merely of 
its antecedence To this he replies :* 

ii to 11 

C\ 

Aph. 41. If there were merely an - 
Antecedence to the pm- tecedence, then there would be no deter- 

tUM%l™fnmZ l In- miQation [ of a substantial or material 
ttrumeru. cause, as distinguished from an instru- 

mental cause]. 

a. And it could not be determined that this was the 
substance [of this or that product], on the granting of 
nothing more than its antecedence [to the product] ; because 
antecedence constitutes no distinction between it and the 
instrumental causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind you], 
that there is a distinction between instrumental and sub- 
stantial causes, the whole world is agreed: such is the 
meaning.* 

b. Other heretics say : ‘ Since no- 
The question whether thing [really] exists, except Thought, 

anything exists besides . , i n ? • , 

Thought. neither does Bondage; just as the 

things of a dream [have no real exist- 






f^im ?! 
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ence]. Therefore it has no cause ; for it is absolutely fake.’ 
He rejects the opinion of these 1 [heretics] : 

fasfFR'R II & II 


We have the evidence 
of Intuition for the Ex- 
ternal, as well as for the 
Internal. 


Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists ; 
because there is the intuition of the 
external. 


a . That is to say : the reality is not Thought alone ; be- 
cause external objects, also, are proved to exist, just as 
Thought is, by intuition. 3 

b . But then [these heretics may rejoin], ‘ From the 
example of intuitive perception in dreams [see Butler’s 
‘Analogy/ Part I., Ch. I.], we find this [your supposed 
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence 
of objects ! 9 To this he replies : 3 

uw t% rift H H 

Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one 

The denial of the ejc- does not exist, the other does not exist, 
tcrnal amounts to Ni - . , . • i r* ,1 • 

hihsm. there is a void, [i.e., nothing exists 

at all]. 


1 ^rrfa^rr ^nrr- 1 f^T^nfhfera- 

fkwi&n ^ sRK^sftfcT <p*cT*raT- 

SfiTTfcT II 

2 ^ cm ^TfTT^tRTnfa fw 

I ^ If II 
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a . That is to say : if external things do not exist, then 
a mere void offers itself. Why ? Because, if the external 
does not exist, then thought does not exist ; for it is in- 
tuition that proves the objective : and, if the intuition of 
the external did not establish the objective, then the 
intuition of thought , also, would not establish [the existence 
of] thought. 1 

b . i Then let the reality be a mere void ; and, therefore, 
the searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just 
because a void is all : ’ with such a proposal [as recorded 
in the next aphorism] does [some one who may claim the 
title of] the very crest-gem of the heretics rise up in 
opposition : 2 

vrrar 

w ii 8# ii 


The heretic poos the 
length of asserting sheer 
Nihilism . 


Aph. 44. The reality is a void : what 
is perishes ; because to perish is the 
habit of things. 


a. The void alone [says this prince of heretics, or the 
fact that nothing exists at all] is the reality, [or the only 


1 ?rft ^ i i 

f^mr- 

ftrarr fwi 

ftrcfa * fw?i n 

3 w tfff TOqrrcwt- 

II 
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truth]. Since everything that exists perishes, and that 
which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of 
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti- 
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end- 
ing], has merely a momentary existence, — is phenomenal, 
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by what ? 
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned 
for the perishableness of whatever exists is, ' because to 
perish is the habit of things because to perish is the 
very nature of things : but nothing continues, after quitting 
its own nature ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceased 
to perish] : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He rejects 2 [this heretical view] : 


n 8 m ii 

vO \ 


Nihilism denied ; as 
the indiscerptibte is in- 
destructible. 


Aph. 45. This is a mere counter- 
assertion of unintelligent persons. 


a . 'Of unintelligent persons,’ i.e., of blockheads, this 
is 'a mete counter-assertion/ i.e., a mere idle counter- 
assertion, that a thing must needs be perishable, because it 


1 oTRH I TO: tot sfa HT'Tr fsR- 

vqfrr to f rosft u faszrr b#- 
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; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that 
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the 
destruction of such things, cannot perish. 1 

b. [But] what need of many words ? It is not the fact, 
that even products perish ; [for] just as, by the cognition 
that ‘ the jar is old ’ [we mean that it has passed from the 
condition of new to that of old], so, too, by such a cognition 
as this, that ‘the jar has passed away/ it is settled only 
that the jar, or the like, is in the condition of having passed 
away. 2 

c. He states another objection 8 [to the heretical view] : 



Aph. 46. Moreover, this [nihilistic 

Nihilism is open to i 

the same oilyections as tuGOry IS IlOt 8 Tight 0H6J \ D6C8U86 it 

^ideaUheories^ and ^as the same fortune as both the views 

[which were confuted just before]. 


firafa fh ir? 

qwmfrraur 11 

U7T wNi ICTVW5I UZTSffhl 

ftrt: u 


3 fjrajpsnmi ii 

* Aniruddha, according to the MSS. which I have seen, reads 

Ed. 
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а. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good one ; 
because it has the same fortune as, i. e., is open to similar 
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things 
are momentary [§ 26. &.], and as the theory that nothing 
exists besides Thought [§ 41. 6]. The reason for the 
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their 
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35], the fact of recognition , &c., 
[which is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it 
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason 
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides 
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex- 
ternal, See., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism] : 
such is the import. 1 

б. Moreover, as for the opinion which is accepted by 
these [heretics], viz., ‘ Let the mere void [of absolute 
nonentity] be. the soul's aim [and summum bonum\ since 
herein consist at once the cessation of pain [which cannot 
continue, when there is absolutely nothing ], and also the 
means thereof [since there can be no further means re- 
quired for the removal of anything, if it be settled that 
the thing positively does not exist],' this, too, can hardly 
be : so he declares [as follows] : 2 


1 ui 
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II 8$ II 


The soul's aim is not 
annihilation. 


Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as 
a means, or as an end,] is this [anni- 
hilation] the soul's aim. 


a . ( Let the void [of mere nonentity] *be the soul's aim, 
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre- 
senting the means for the cessation of pain/ [says the 
heretic. And this cannot be ; because the [whole] world 
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c., 
that shall abide in it ; that is to say, because [ they hold, 
while] you do not hold, that there is a permanent soul, 
[ (see § 33) in respect of which the liberation or beatifica- 
tion would be possible, or even predicable]. 1 


b. Now [certain] other things, also, entertained, as 
causes of [the soul's] bondage, by [imperfectly instructed] 
believers, remaining over and above those [proposed by 
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside : 2 


nfcrfwrm ii 8b h 

Aph. 48. Not from any kind of 

It is by no movement r i_ l • x 

that the soul gets into motion [such. as its entrance into a 

bondage. body, does the soul’s bondage result]. 


tsu u^w i^s f t^Tifgant: u 
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a. ‘Bondage’ [required to complete the aphorism] is 
understood from the topic 1 [of discussion]. 

b. The meaning is, that the soul’s bondage, moreover, 
does not result from any sort of motion, in the shape, for 
instance, of its entrance into a body. 2 

c. He states a reason for this : 3 

■fctfoprPt II II 

Aph. 49. Because this is impossible 

What is all-pervading f or w h a t inactive, [or, in other words, 

does not change place. # • t 7 L 

without motion]. 

a . That is to say: because this is impossible, i.e., motion 
is impossible, in the case of the soul, which is inactive, 
[because] all-pervading, [and, therefore, incapable of 
changing its place]. 4 

b. But then [the objector may say], i Since, in the 
books of Scripture and of law, we hear of its going and 
coming into this world and the other world, let soul be 
[not all-pervading, as you allege, but] merely limited [in 
its extent] : and to this effect, also, is the text, ‘ Of the size 


1 ii 
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of the thumb is the soul, the inner spirit/ and the like : 1 
[but] this conjecture he repels : 2 

:iimoii 

Jph. 50. [We cannot admit that the 
it might beperihMe?' soul is other than all-pervading ; be- 
cause] by its being limited, since it 
would come under the same conditions as jars, &c., there 
would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable- 
ness]. 

a. That is to say : and, if the soul were admitted to be, 
like a jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumscribed [in di- 
mension], then, since it would resemble a jar, or the like, 
in being made up of parts, and [hence] in being perish- 
able, &c., this would be contrary to our settled principle, 3 
[that the soul is imperishable]. 

b. He now justifies the text [see § 49. b.] referring to 
the motion 4 [of the soul, by showing that the motion is 
not really of the soul, but of au accessory] : 



1 Swetasivatara Upanishad, iii., 13. Ed. 
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rr%^^Tf^TnT^l5RT^cT II MS II 

„ Aph. 51. The text regarding the 

Soul moves not , any . . r /> ji n • r 

wore than Space . motion [ot the soul], moreover, is [ap- 

plicable, only] because of the junction 
of an attendant ; 1 as in the case of the Ether [or Space , 
which moves not, though we talk of the space enclosed in 
a jar, as moving with the jar]. 

a . Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimited- 
ness, as the declaration that ‘ It is eternal, omnipresent, 
permanent/ 1 2 the text 3 regarding its motion is to be explained 
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to the 
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, ‘ As the 
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed, 
[in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the space ; 
and in like manner is the soul, which is like the sky, 
[incapable of being moved]’; 4 and because we may con- 
clude that the motion [erroneously supposed to belong to 
the soul (49. £.),] belongs to Nature [see Vedanta Aphorisms , 
Part I., § 4. /.], from such maxims 3 as this, that * Nature 
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ; 


1 TJpddhi; often, below, ‘ investment ’ and 4 adjunct.’ Ed . 

2 Bhagavad-gitd , ii., 24. Ed. 

3 4 Text ’ and 4 maxim * are here meant to represent iruti and 
smriti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator 
has, for the same terms, in wider acceptations, 4 books of Scripture 
and of law/ &c. The first is 4 revealed law/ the Yedas ; the second, 

4 memorial law/ or a code of such law, as the Manava , and also any 
composition of a man reputed to be inspired. Both are held to have 
originated from a superhuman source ; but only the former is regarded 
as preserving the very words of revelation. Ed. 

* The anacoluthism observable in the translation follows that of 
the original, with reference to which see the Indische Studien, 
vol. ii., p. 61. 
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and it is wilful Nature that, in the three worlds, reaps 
these ’ : such is the import. 1 2 

b. It has already been denied [§ 16] that the bondage [of 
the soul] is occasioned by works, in the shape either of 
enjoined or of forbidden actions. Now he declares that 
the bondage, moreover, does not arise from the ‘ unseen ’ 
[merit or demerit] resulting therefrom : 3 

h 11 m* ii 

Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the 
The bondage of the bondage of the soul result from the 

soul is no result of any , . , . . „ , 

merit or demerit. merit or dement arising] irom works ; 

because these belong not thereto. 

a . That is to say : the bondage of the soul does not 
arise directly from the ( unseen * [merit or demerit] occa- 


1 frrw *rfxTrr: w%tt- 

w 

VTt uftrl wswNt swum: I wfN 


wfflra ct^T% fav ^mm i shjt- 
%*jsn uh: uf urr- n 


2 For another rendering, see my translation of the Rational 
Refutation , &c., p. 57. Ed, 
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sioned by works. 1 Why? Because this is no property 
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (see § 16. a.)] is 
no property of the soul. 2 

b. But then [some one may say], c Let it be that the 
bondage resulting from the ‘ unseen/ i.e., the merit [or 
demerit] even of another, should attach to a different per- 
son whereupon he declares [as follows] : 3 

II M 4 

Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise 
Else , bondage might [than as I say] , then it [the bondage of 

cling even to the emanci - , i . 7 , . r 

pa ted. the soul] might extend unduly, [even 

to the emancipated]. 

a . That is to say : if the case were otherwise, if bondage 
and its cause were under other conditions [than we have 
declared them to be], then there might be an undue exten- 
sion ; bondage would befall even the emancipated, 5 [for the 
same reasons as those stated under §16. a.]. 


1 Dr. Ballantyno should have taken * unseen * and 4 works * as in 
apposition, and should have made the former explanatory of the latter. 
Clearer than his original, and yielding substantially his sense, is the 
gloss of Vedanti Mahadeva : 

4 Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed. 

6 ’SSPTOIW sfcUTO- 
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b. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a 
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result 
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with 
its essence [see § 6. A.], and ending with its [supposed] 
works [see § 16] ; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture, 1 
[that any one of these should be the cause] : 

f^wf^^TcT^T^frT II MS II 

Aph. 54. And this [opinion, that the 

a single text of Scrip- bondage of the soul arises from any of 

the heretical notions o/ these causes alleged by the heretics,] is 
the soul's relation to tx>n- . , , . ,1 ,7. . 

dufje. contrary to such texts as the one that 

declares it [the soul] to be without 
qualities : and so much for that point. 

a. And, if the bondage of the soul arose from any one 
or other of those [supposed causes already treated <jf,] 
among which its essential character [§ 6. J.] is the first, 
this would be contradictory to such texts as, ‘ Witness, 
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is 
the soul 2 such is the meaning. 3 

b. The expression ‘and so much for that point ’ means, 

‘ fNi ^nptT i ^i 

U4.«wi 'HfdfauuT- 

sramr ■smrawr? n 

2 Swetdswatara Upanishad , vi., 11. Ed. 
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the 
soul] here closes. 1 

c. The case, then, stands thus : since [all] other [theories] 
are overthrown by the declaratory aphorisms, ‘ There 
would be no fitness in the enjoining ’ [see § 7], &c., it is 
ascertained that the immediate cause of the bondage 
[of the soul] is just the conjunction of Nature and of the 
soul. 2 

d. But then, in that case, [some one may say], this con- 
junction of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. c.], whether it be 
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something 
else [§ 5. 6.], must occasion the bondage even of the eman- 
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as 
follows] : 3 

II MM II 

Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction 
iimv the. true cause of thereof does not, through non-discrimi- 

bondaqe affects not the . ° 

emancipated. nation, take place [m the case ol the 

emancipated] ; nor is there a parity, 


1 rfnTV^T II 

?<TTVUTfra: ii 

^ qnsufHfafasqw waremfa ^n- 

vnps BHTUt II 


* ) the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddha, 


seems to be indefensible. Ed . 
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[in this respect, between the emancipated and the uneman- 
cipated]. 

a. ‘The conjunction thereof,’ i.e., the conjunction of 
Nature and of the soul ; this conjunction, moreover, does 
not take place again ‘through non-discrimination/ i.e., 
through the want of a discrimination [between Nature and 
soul] in the emancipated, [who do discriminate, and who 
thus avoid the conjunction which others, failing to dis- 
criminate, incur, and thus fall into bondage] : such is the 
meaning. And thus the emancipated and the bound are 
not on a level, [under the circumstances stated at § 54. c.] : 
such is the import. 1 

[f^uzjxni^: 2 ii m!? n 

, , Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the 

The true cause of bond - r 0 . . . . 

age, in other words, error [ot not discriminating between 
Nature and soul]. 

a. Having thus declared the cause of that [bondage] 


1 rTUFT: HfffTH 

C 'O ^ 

Sf^RWFTR Wi: U^FtT I 

2 These words, a bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Book III., 
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment 
attached to them, no place here ; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he re- 
published the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted 
them. Hence the brackets now inserted, and my alteration of the 
numbering of the Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book I. 
Ed. 
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting 
rid of it i 1 ] 



Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be 

Non-discrimination is • , 

removaJIde by discrimi - eiiected. by the necessary 11100 / 118 , J VlSt 

nation alone. like darkness. 

a. The necessary means, established throughout the world, 
in such cases as ‘ shell-silver } [i.e., a pearl-oyster-shell mis- 
taken for silver], viz., the immediacy of discrimination, by 
this alone is ‘its removal/ i.e., the removal of the non-dis- 
crimination [between Nature and soul], to be effected, and 
not by works , or the like : such is the meaning : just as 
darkness, the dark, is removed by light alone, 2 [and by no 
other means]. 

b. < But then [some one may say], if merely the non- 
discrimination of Nature and soul be, through the conjunc- 
tion [of the two, consequent on the want of discrimination], 
the cause of bondage, and if merely the discrimination of 
the two be the cause of liberation, then there would be 
liberation, even while there remained the conceit of [one’s 
possessing] a body, &c. ; and this is contrary to Scripture, 


l 1 TR jrfcTWT- 

i 1] 


35TR! 
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning/ To this 
he replies : l 



Aph . 57. Since the non-discrimina- 
Tke discrimination 0/ tion of other things [from soul] results 
^oui^in vcdves^ail ^dis- ^ rom the non-discrimination of Nature 

crimination. [from soul], the cessation of this will 

take place, on the cessation , of that 
[from which it results]. 

a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nature from 
the soul, what non-discrimination of other things there is, 
such as the non-discrimination of the understanding [as 
something other than the soul], this necessarily ceases, on 
the cessation of the non-discrimination of Nature ; because, 
when the non-diserimination of the understanding, for 
example, [as something other than soul,] does occur, it is 
based on the non-discrimination [from soul] of that cause 
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature] ; since 
the non-discrimination of an effect [and the ‘ under- 
standing * is an effect or product of Nature,] is, itself, an 
effect, 2 [and will, of course, cease, with the cessation of its 
cause]. 


1 

fap^fhfh I II 


8 ^ 
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l . The state of the case is this : as, when the soul has 
been discriminated from the body , it is impossible but that 
it should be discriminated from the colour and other [pro- 
perties], the effects of the body, [which is the substantial 
cause of its own properties] ; so, by parity of reasoning, 
from the departure of the cause, when soul, in its charac- 
ter of unalter ableness , &c., has been discriminated from 
Nature , it is impossible that there should remain a conceit 
of [the soul's being any of] the products thereof [i. e., 
of Nature], such as the * understanding/ and the like, 
which have the character of being modifications 1 [of primal 
Nature, while the soul, on the other hand, is a thing un- 
alterable], 

c . But then [some one may say], ‘ What proof is there 
that there is a conceit [entertained by people in general,] 
of a Nature [or primal principle] different from the conceit 
of an { understanding/ &e., [which, you tell us, are products 
of this supposed first principle] ? For all the various con- 
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, f I am ignorant/ and 
so on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an 
‘understanding/ &c., [without postulating a primal Nature 
which is to assume the shape of an ‘ understanding/ &c.] 


1 to 'fafro 

tT*jr 
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well, if any one says this, I reply, ‘ no ;’ because, unless 
there were such a thing as Nature, we could not account 
for such conceits as the following, viz., ‘ Having died, 
having died, again, when there is a creation, let me be a 
denizen of Paradise, and not of hell because no products , 
such as the ‘ understanding,’ when they have perished, can 
be created anew , 1 [any more than 'a gold-bracelet, melted 
down, can be reproduced, though another like it may be 
produced from the materials]. 

d. Moreover, it is inadmissible to 

The. soul's confounding 8a y that men’s conceit of [the identity 
itself with Nature is to- J . . L J 

gically antecedent to its of themselves with theirj * understand- 
confoundinq itself with • > p • rjj_ * n 

anyihing else. mg, &c., is [the primary cause of the 

soul's bondage, and is] not preceded by 
anything; because 4 understanding , and the rest [as you 
will not deny] are effects . Now, while it is to be expected 
that there should be some predetermining agency to esta- 
blish a conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity with,] 
any effects , it is clear that it is a conceit of [ownership, 
&c.J in respect of the cause , and nothing else, that must 
be the predetermining agency : for we see this in ordinary 
life ; and our theories are bound to conform [deferentially] 
to experience. For [to explain,] we see, in ordinary life, 
that the conceit of [the ownership of] the grain, &c., pro- 

^ NO 

fcfq WVftftT WrU TO 

qtr wff m vr 
ftR-rartfrar to wswtto ii 
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duced by a field, results from the conceit of [the ownership 
of] the field ; and, from the conceit of [the ownership of] 
gold, the conceit of [the ownership of] the bracelets, or 
other things, formed of that gold ; and, by the removal of 
these [i. e., the removal of the logically antecedent con- 
ceits, that the field, or the gold, is one’s property], there 
is the removal of those , 1 [i. e., the removal of the conceits 
that the grain, &c , and that the bracelets, &c., the corres- 
ponding products or effects of the field and of the gold, 
are one’s property : and so the soul will cease to confound 
itself with the ‘ understanding/ when it ceases to confound 
itself with Nature, of which the € understanding ’ is held 
to be a product]. 

e. [And, if it be supposed that we thus lay ourselves 
open to the charge of a regressus in infinitum , seeing that, 
whatever we may assign as the first cause, we may, on our 
own principles, be asked what was the f predetermining 
agency * in regard to it ; or if it be supposed that we are 
chargeable with reasoning in a circle, when we hold that 
the soul’s confounding itself with Nature is the cause of 


1 fa ■srenfas wrnsmfwfaTOTT- 

^ ^RnUcT I TO* 

f^^PRTgrqi shk^oi- 
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its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing so to 
confound itself is, reciprocally,, the cause why it confounds 
itself ; we reply, that] there is no occasion to look for any 
other ‘ predetermining agency/ in the case of the conceit 
of [the identity of the soul with] Nature, or in the case of 
the self-continuance 1 thereof, [i. e., of that error of con- 
founding one’s self with Nature] ; because [these two are 
alike] without antecedent, like seed and sprout, 2 [of which 
it is needless to ask which is the first ; the old puzzle, 
‘ which was first, the acorn, or the oak ? ’ being a frivolous 
question]. 

/. But then [some one may say], if we admit the soul’s 
bondage [at one time], and its freedom [at another], and 
its discrimination [at one time], and its non-discrimination 
[at another], then this is in contradiction to the assertion 
[in § 19], that it is ‘ ever essentially a pure and free intelli- 
gence and it is in contradiction to such texts as this, 
viz., ‘ The absolute truth is this, that neither is there 
destruction [of the soul], nor production [of it] ; nor is it 
bound, nor is it an effecter [of any work], nor is it desirous 
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, liberated ; [seeing that that 
cannot desire or obtain liberation, which was never bound].’* 
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels :' 1 


1 To render vasdna, on which see 2, at p. 29, supra. Ed. 

8 Amritabindu TJpanishad , v. 10. See Dr. Albrecht Weber’s 
Indische Studien , vol. ii., p. 61, note 2. Ed, 
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vifrv si fvitfara: n tt n 

Aph. 58. It is merely verbal, and 

Jffi m?rZ g ver°L the not a realit y C thi . s s °- called bondage of 
the soul] ; since it [the bondage] resides 
in the mind, [and not in the soul]. 

a . That is to say : since bondage, &c., all reside only in 
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul, 
is merely verbal, i. e., it is vox et praeterea nihil; be- 
cause is is merely a reflexion, like the redness of [pellucid] 
crystal [when a China-rose is near it], but not a reality, 
with no false imputation, like the redness of the China- 
rose itself. Hence there is no contradiction to what had 
been said before, [as the objector (under § 57. /.) would 
insinuate] : such is the state of the case. 2 


V St fart VT Si %^tfM -VST St V Btvvi: I 

V v Wi® ^tvr ViVTVPRVTfcIT’tfiT- 
fVTJV^ffi rfi vftlTfa II 

1 Aniruddka has, instead of (T, rf# Hence: ‘But it 
is merely verbal, not a reality/ &c. Ed. 


2 VSVI^sit BVVf fw 


fvwrvmv H rmstsn^tfxRf stvratf^- 
v%iv: i %r?tf^TTV ffir vrv: ii 




Whether Testimony , or 
Inference , without Per- 
ception, might not avail 
to dissipate the souls 
bondage. 


b. But then, if bondage, &c., as re- 
gards the soul, be merely verbal, lei 
them be set aside by hearing [that thej 
are merely verbal], or by arguraenl 
[establishing that they are so]. Why, 
in the Scripture and the Law, is there enjoined, as the 
cause of liberation, a discriminative knowledge [of Soul, 
as distinguished from Non-soul], going the length ol 
immediate cognition ? To this he replies : l 


C\ 

Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non- 

The truth must he di- discrimination of Soul from Nature,] 
r petty discerned , and not . _ . 

merely accepted on the is not to be removed by argument : 

7ln/erit limonhor as that of the person perplexed aboul 

the points of the compass [is not to be 

removed] without immediate cognition. 

a. By ‘ argument' we mean thinking. The word 
‘ moreover 1 is intended to aggregate [or take in, along 
with ‘argument’] ‘ testimony,’ 2 [or verbal authority, which, 
no more than ‘ argument,’ or inference, can remove the 
evil, which can be removed by nothing short of direcl 
intuitive perception of the real state of the case]. 


^ O C 
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b. That is to say : the bondage, &c., of the soul though 
[granted to be] merely verbal, are not to be removed by 
merely hearing, or inferring, without immediate cognition, 
without directly perceiving; just as the contrariety in 
regard to the [proper] direction, though merely verbal [as 
resulting from misdirection], in the case of 1 a person who 
is mistaken as to the points of the compass [and hence as 
to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony, or by 
inference, without immediate cognition, i. e., without [his] 
directly perceiving 2 [how the points of the compass really 
lie, to which immediate perception ‘ testimony/ or ‘ in- 
ference/ may conduce, but the necessity of which these 
media , or instruments of knowledge, cannot supersede]. 

c. Or it [Aph. 59] may be explained as follows, viz. : 
But then, [seeing that] it is declared, by the assertion [in 
Aph. 56], viz., that ‘ The removal of it is to be effected by 
the necessary means/ that knowledge, in the shape of dis- 
crimination [between Soul and Nature], is the remover of 
wow-discrimination [in regard to the matter in question], 
tell us, is that knowledge of a like nature with the hearing 


1 Here I have had to make several insertions and other alterations. 
Dr. Ballantyne had : ‘ That is to say, the bondage, &c., [of the soul] 
is not to be removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without 
jperceivivg ; just as the contrariety in regard to the proper direction, 
in the case,’ &c. j E d. 

' ^TTfWlfiT MKyHI *T*nf^* ’SmPTJT- 

II 
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[of Testimony], &c. ? Or is it something peculiar ? A reply 
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [<$ 59] : 
‘Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument/ &c. 
That is to say : non-discrimination is not excluded, is not 
cut off, by argument, or by testimony, unless there be 
discrimination as an immediate perception ; just as is the 
case with one who is bewildered in regard to [his] direction ; 
because the only thing to remove an immediate error is an 
immediate individual perception 1 [of the truth. For 
example, a man with the jaundice perceives white objects 
as if they were yellow . He may infer that the piece of 
chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he may believe 
the testimony of a friend, that it is white ; but still nothing 
will remove his erroneous perception of yellowness in the 
chalk, except a direct perception of its whiteness]. 

d . Having thus, then, set forth the fact that Liberation 
results from the immediate discrimination [of Soul from 


<t- 

*1 
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Nature], the next thing to be set forth is the ‘ discrimina- 
tion’ 1 [here referred to]. 

e. This being the topic, in the first place, since only if 
Soul and Nature exist, liberation can result from the dis- 
crimination of the one from the other, therefore that 
‘ instrument of right knowledge’ (pramdna) which esta- 
blishes the existence of these [two imperceptible realities] 
is [first] to be set forth : s 


htht 
II f|0 II 

Aph. 60. The knowledge of things 
The evidence for things imperceptible is by means of Inference ; 

as that of fire [when not directly per- 
ceptible,] is by means of smoke, &c. 

a . That is to say : ‘ of things imperceptible/ i. e., of 
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g.. Nature and the 
Soul, ‘ the knowledge/ i. e., the fruit lodged in the soul, is 
brought about by means of that instrument of right know- 
ledge [which may be called] ‘ Inference ' ( anumana ), [but 
which (see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 5) is, more correctly, ‘the 
recognition of a Sign'] ; as [the knowledge that there is] 
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot directly 


1 nftfmura: 
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perceive it,] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign/ 
occasioned by smoke, &c. 1 

b. Moreover, it is to be understood that that which is 
[true, but yet is] not established by ‘ Inference/ is esta- 
blished by Revelation. But, since ‘ Inference ’ is the chief 
[among the instruments of knowledge], in this [the San- 
khya] System, ‘ Inference ’ only is laid down [in the 
aphorism,] as the chief thing ; but Revelation is not disre- 
garded 2 [in the Sankhya system; as will be seen from 
Aph. 88 of this Book]. 

c. He [next] exhibits the order of creation of those things 
among which Nature is the first, and the relation of cause 
and effect [among these, severally], preparatorily to the 
argument that will be [afterwards] stated : :i 


1 <0T 
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*H^TS?^rRTS?^RTtq^ 

%Ji K’m^wr: 1 OT5R?nfa Tfa W^r- 

C\ C\ \3 

^fcPho: II trt li 

Aph, 61. Nature ( prakriti ) is the 

ti^enwnem^r Reall ‘ 8 ^ ate 0 ^* ec l u ip 0 i se of Goodness (; sattwa ] ), 
Passion {rajas), and Darkness ( tamas ) : 
from Nature [proceeds] Mind [mahat) ; from Mind, Self- 
consciousness (< ahankara ) ; from Self-consciousness, the five 
Subtile Elements ( tan-matra ), and both sets [external and 
internal,] of Organs ( indriya ) ; and, from the Subtile Ele- 
ments, the Gross Elements (, sthula-bhuta ) . [Then there is] 
Soul ( purusha ). Such is the class of twenty-five. 

a . ‘The state of equipoise ’ of the [three] things called 
‘Goodness/ &c., is their being neither less nor more 
[one than another] ; that is to say, the state of not being 
[developed into] an effect [in which one or other of 
them predominates]. And thus 1 Nature 9 is the triad of 
‘ Qualities } {gnna), distinct from the products [to which 
this triad gives rise] : such is the complete meaning. 2 3 

b, These things, viz., ‘ Goodness/ &c., [though spoken 
of as the three Qualities], are not ‘ Qualities } (guna) in the 
Vaiseshika sense of the word ; because [the ‘ Qualities J of 


1 My MSS. of Aniruddha omit . Ed, 

2 ■zn 

3 For a translation of a slightly different text, see the Rational 
Refutation, &c., p. 43. Ed, 
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the Vamshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see 
Kan&da's 16th Aph.) ; while] these have the qualities of 
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force, 1 Weight, &c. 2 
In this [S&nkhya] system, and in Scripture, &c., the word 
' Quality 9 {guna) is employed [as the name of the three 
things in question], 3 because they are subservient to Soul 
[and, therefore, hold a secondary rank in the scale of being], 
and because they form the cords [which the word guna also 
signifies], viz., ‘ Mind/ &c., which consist of the three [so- 
called] ‘ Qualities/ and which bind , as a [cow, or other] 
brute-beast, the Soul. 4 5 

c . Of this [Nature] the principle called 'the great one’ 
(mahat), viz., the principle of ‘ Understanding ’ ( buddhi), 
is the product. ‘ Self-consciousness } is a conceit [of sepa- 
rate personality]. Of this there are two products, (1) the 


1 Balavattwa ; for which I find the variant chalatwa, ‘mobility.’ 
Ed. 

2 Read : ‘ Goodness and the rest are substances, not specific 
qualities; for they [themselves] possess [qualities, viz., those of] 
contact and separation, and also have the properties of levity, mobility, 
gravity, &c/ VaUeshiJca gunali is equivalent to the visesha-gun&li 
in the original of Book V., 25. a . For the ‘ specific qualities/ see the 
Bh&shd-jparichchheda , st. 90. Ed . 

3 For ‘is employed/ &c., read, ‘is applied to these ( teshu ), 
[namely, goodness, passion, and darkness].’ Ed. 

i 

tjrmr Hfsia ii 

6 For a different translation, see the Rational Refutation , &c., 
pp. 43, 44. Ed. 
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‘ Subtile Elements 3 and (2) the two sets of ‘ Organs/ The 
( Subtile Elements , are [those of] Sound, Touch, Colour, 
Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ‘Organs/ through 
their division into the external and the internal, are of 
eleven kinds. The products of the ‘ Subtile Elements 3 
are the five * Gross Elements/ But ‘ Soul 3 is something 
distinct from either product or cause. Such is the class of 
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be- 
sides these there is nothing. 1 

d. He [next], in [several] aphorisms, declares the order 
of the inferring 2 [of the existence of these principles, the 
one from the other : 


SfjRTCHRFtnW II II 


The existence of the 
1 Suhtile Elements* is in- 
ferred from that of the 
* Gross' 


Apli. 62. [The knowledge of the 
existence] of the five ‘ Subtile Ele- 
ments ’ is [by inference,] from the 
‘Gross Elements/ 
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a. ‘ The knowledge, by inference,’ so much is supplied, 1 
[to complete the aphorism, from Aph. 60]. 

b. Earth, &c., the * Gross Elements,’ are proved to exist, 
by Perception ; [and] thereby [i. e., from that Perception ; 
for Perception must precede Inference, as stated in Go* 
tama’s 5th Aphorism,] are the ‘ Subtile Elements ’ in- 
ferred, [the cnoiyela crToiy^elmv of Empedocles]. And so the 
application [of the process of inference to the case] is as 
follows : 

(1) The Gross Elements, or those which have not 
reached the absolute limit [of simplification, or of the 
atomic], consist of things [Subtile Elements, or Atoms,] 
which have distinct qualities ; [the earthy element having 
the distinctive quality of Odour ; and so of the others] : 

(2) Because they are gross ; 

(3) [And everything that is gross is formed of some- 
thing less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,] as jars, 
webs, &c.; s [the gross web being formed of the less gross 
threads ; and so of the others]. 


«u<Mi*KRi*n^’yi*<tii<.m ! ‘ ii tt? ii 


And thence that of 
Self consciousness. 


Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the 
existence] of Self-consciousness is [by 
inference,] from the external and inter- 


1 II 
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8 In my MSS. of Aniruddha there is no after Ed. 
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nal [organs], and from these [* Subtile Elements/ mentioned 
in Aph. 62]. 

a. By inference from [the existence of] the external and 
internal organs, and from [that of] these ‘ Subtile Ele- 
ments/ there is the knowledge of [the existence of such a 
principle as] Self-consciousness. 1 

b. The application [of the process of inference to the 
case] is in the following [somewhat circular] manner : 

(1) The Subtile Elements and the Organs are made up 
of things consisting of Self-consciousness : 

(2) Because they are products of Self-consciousness : 

(3) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is not made out 
of Self-consciousness] is not thus [i. e., is not & product of 
Self-consciousness] ; as the Soul, [which, not being made 
up thereof, is not a product of it]. 2 

c. But then, if it be thus [i. e., if it be, as the Sankhyas 
declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up of 
Self-consciousness, while Self-consciousness depends on 
* Understanding/ or ' Intellect/ or * Mind/ the first pro- 
duct of ‘ Nature ' (see Aph. 61)], then [some may object, 
that], since it would be the case that the Self-conscious- 
ness of the potter is the material of the jar, the jar made 
by him would disappear, on the beatification of the potter, 
whose internal organ [or ‘ Understanding'] then surceases. 


1 
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And this [the objector may go on to say,] is not the case ; 
because another man [after the beatification of the potter,] 
recognizes that ‘ This is that same jar 1 [which, you may 
remember, was fabricated by our deceased acquaintance]/ 

d. [In reply to this we say,] it is not thus ; because, 
on one’s beatification, there is an end of only those modi- 
fications of his internal organ [or ‘ Intellect’] which 
could be causes [as the jar no longer can be,] of the 
emancipated soul’s experiencing [either good or ill], but not 
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor 
[an end] of intellect altogether : 2 [so that we might 
spare ourselves the trouble of further argument, so far as 
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that 
the intellect of the potter surceases, on his beatification : 
but we may go further, and admit, for the sake of argu- 
ment, the surcease of the ‘ intellect ’ of the beatified potter, 
without conceding any necessity for the surcease of his 
pottery. This alternative theory of the case may be stated 
as follows] : 

e. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human 
knowledge, Ch. vi.], let the Self-consciousness of the Deity 
be the cause why jars and the like [continue to exist], and 
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not the Self-consciousness of the potter, &C ., 1 [who may 
lose their Self-consciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum 
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vedanta-sara, § 62), never 
loses his Self-consciousness, while aught living continues]. 

II t<8 II 

Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex- 
Intelfect thence tkat wtence] of Intellect is [by inference,] 
from that [Self-consciousness, § 63]. 

a. That is to say : by inference from [the existence of] 

‘ that/ viz., Self-consciousness, which is a product, there 
comes the knowledge of ‘ Intellect ’ ( buddhi ), the great 
‘ inner organ ’ (antahkarana) , [hence] called ‘ the great one ’ 

( mahat ), [the existence of which is recognized] under the 
character of the cause of this 2 [product, viz., Self-con- 
sciousness]. 

b. And so the application [again rather circular, of the 
process of inference to the case,] is as follows : 

(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of 
the things that consist of the moods of judgment [or mind] ; 

(2) Because it is a thing which is a product of judgment 
[proceeding in the Cartesian order of cogito, ergo sum; and] 
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(3) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is not made out 
of judgment, or mental assurance], is not thus [i. e., is not 
a product of mental assurance] ; as the Soul, [which is not 
made out of this or of anything antecedent], &C . 1 

c. Here the following reasoning is to be understood : 
Every one, having first determined anything under a con- 
cept [i. e., under such a form of thought as is expressed by 
a general term; for example, that this which presents 
itself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one 
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ‘This is 
1/ or ‘ This ought to be done by me/ and so forth : so 
much is quite settled ; [and there is no dispute that the 
fact is as here stated]. Now, having, in the present in- 
stance, to look for some cause of the thing called ‘ Self- 
consciousness ’ [which manifests itself in the various 
judgments just referred to], since the relation of cause and 
effect subsists between the two functions [the occasional 
conception, and the subsequent occasional judgment, which 
is a function of Self-consciousness], it is assumed, for sim- 
plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exists 
between the two substrata to which the [two sets of] func- 
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as 
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the 
effect must result from the occurrence of a function of the 
cause; 2 [nothing, according to the Sankhya, being in any 
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in 
the cause of that product]. 

rTrr: n n 

Aph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis- 
Nuture t,ienCe ihat tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from 
that [‘ Intellect/ § 64]. 

a. By inference from [the existence of] * that/ viz., the 
principle [of Intellect, termed], ‘ the Great one/ which is 
a product, there comes the knowledge of [the existence of] 
Nature, as [its] cause. 1 

b. The application [of the process of inference to the 
case] is as follows : 

(1) Intellect, the affections whereof are Pleasure, Pain, 
and Dulness, is produced from something which has these 
affections, [those of] Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness : 

(2) Because, whilst it is a product [and must, therefore, 
have arisen from something consisting of that which 
itself now consists of], it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and 
Dulness; [and] 

wit? ^d'Jtfn^Tf^irofa i w- 
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(3) [Every product that has the affections of, or that 
occasions, Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in some- 
thing which consists of these] ; as lovely women, &C . 1 

c. For an agreeable woman gives pleasure to her hus- 
band, and, therefore, [is known to be mainly made up of, 
or] partakes of the quality of 4 Goodness ;* the indiscreet 
one gives pain to him, and, therefore, partakes of the 
quality of i Foulness and she who is separated [and per- 
haps forgotten,] occasions indifference, and so partakes of 
the quality of 4 Darkness.’ 2 

d. And the appropriate refutation [of any objection], in 
this case, is [the principle], that it is fitting that the quali- 
ties of the effect should be [in every case,] in conformity 
with the qualities of the cause. 3 

e Now he states how, in a different way, we have [the 
evidence of] inference for [the existence of] Soul, which is 
void of the relation of cause and effect that has been men- 
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tioned, 1 [iD the four preceding aphorisms, as existing 
between Nature and its various products] : 

II ftft II 

Aph. 66. [The existence] of Soul [is 

The argument for the inferred] from the fact that the com- 
exxstence of Soul. J 

bination [of the principles of Nature 
into their various effects] is for the sake of another [than 
unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent 
products]. 

a. * Combination/ i. e., conjunction, which is the cause 
[of all products ; these resulting from the conjunction of 
their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality, 
as Nature, 2 Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is not 
made up of parts], is for the sake of some other ; for this 
reason it is understood that Soul exists : such is the re- 
mainder, 8 [required to complete the aphorism]. 

b. But the application [of the argument, in this particu- 
lar case, is as follows] : 

(1) The thing in question, viz., Nature the ‘ Great one,’ 
with the rest [of the aggregate of the unintelligent], has, 
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the 
[eventual] Liberation of some dther than itself : 


1 TJSTO 

II 

? Here indicated by the adjective avyakta , ‘ the indiscrete.' See 
Aph. 136 of this Book. Ed . 
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S2 

(2) Because it is a combination [or compages] ; 

(3) [And every combination,] as a couch, or a seat, or the 
like, [is for another’s use, not for its own ; and its several 
component parts render no mutual service]. 1 

c. Now, in order to establish that it is the cause of all 
[products], he establishes the eternity of Nature ( prakriti ):* 

^ j|Hm 3 ii is ii 

Argument for the eter- A P h ‘ 67 ‘ SillCe the r ° 0t haS n0 roofc . 

nily of Nature. the TOOt [of all] is TOOtleSS. 

a. Since ‘ the root ' ( mulct ), i.e., the cause of the twenty- 
three principles, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make 
up the twenty-five realities recognized in the Sankhya,] 

‘ has no root/ i.e., has no cause, the * root/ viz., Nature 
(pradhdna), is ‘rootless/ i.e., void of root. That is to say, 
there is no other cause of Nature ; because there would be 

f^fcT II 

C v9 

ii 

J This seems to mean : ‘ There being no root to a root, the root 
[or radical principle, in the Sankhya,] is rootless.* 

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange 
reading: I The 

loot of roots, since it has no root, is rootless.' This is very like 
saying that A=A. Ed, 
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a regressus in infinitum , x [if we were to suppose another 
cause, which, by parity of reasoning, would require 
another cause ; and so on without end]. 

b. He states the argument [just mentioned] in regard 
to this, [as follows] : 2 

II II 
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The source of the preceding exposition I have not ascertained. 
Yijnana has : 
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes- 
Th*. employment nf the 8 ion, there is a halt at some one point ; 

term Primal A qeney, or . . . r , . 

Nature, is merely to de- and so it is merely a name [that we 

lltum! regressus xn tn ^ m give to the point in question, when we 

speak of the root of things, under the 
the name of ‘ Nature ']. 

a . Since there would be the fault of regressus in infi- 
nitum, if there were a succession of causes, — another cause 
of Nature, and another [cause] of that one, again, — there 
must be, at last, a halt, or conclusion, at some one point, 
somewhere or other, at some one, uncaused, eternal thing. 
Therefore, that at which we stop is the Primal Agency 
(pra-lcriti) ; for this [word prakriti , usually and conve- 
niently rendered by the term Nature, is nothing more 
than a sign to denote the cause which is the root : such is 
the meaning. 1 

be But then [some Vedanti may object, according to this 
view of matters], the position that there are just twenty- 
five realities is not made out ; for, in addition to 2 the 
4 Indiscrete' [or primal Nature], which [according to you,] 
is the cause of Mind, 3 another unintelligent principle, 
named ‘Ignorance' [see Veddnta-sara, § 21], presents 


1 Trenwarf^ffT WW- 

f? ijjRssmwr u 

2 Bead * in connexion with/ Ed. 

3 Literally, instead of * Mind/ ‘ the principle [termed] the Great 
one/ j Ed, 
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as 
follows] : x 

it 1,0. u 

Nature and Soul alike Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature, 
uncreated. and 0 £ [$ ou \ anc i Nature, is the 

argument for the uncreated existence]. 2 

a . In the discussion of the Primal Agent [Nature], the 
cause which is the root [of all products], the same side is 
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sankhya doctrine] 
and the opponent [Vedanti]. This may be thus stated: 
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of 
Nature, so, too, is there of that of Ignorance , in such texts 
as this, viz. : f This Ignorance, which has five divisions, 
was produced from the great Spirit/ Hence it must 
needs be that a figurative production is intended to be 
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the literal pro- 
duction of both ; else we should have no root at all] ; and, 
of the two, it is with Nature only that a figurative pro- 
duction, in the shape of a manifestation through conjunc- 
tion with Soul, &c., is congruous. A production [such as 
that metaphorical one here spoken of,] the characteristic 
of which is conjunction is mentioned ; for there is mention 


1 «R 



II 


3 This is Dr. Ballantyne’s revised translation, suggested by a 
remark of Vijnana, quoted and translated below, in b. The rendering 
now replaced runs: 4 Alike [is the opinion] of both [of us], in respect 
of Nature.’ The side-note was formerly correspondent to a., viz. : 
4 He meets a Vedantic objection.’ Ed. 
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a 
passage of the Kaurma [ Purana ] , beginning, ‘ Of action 
[or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul]/ and 
so on. And, as there is no mention, in Scripture, of the 
origin of Ignorance, as figurative, it is not from eternity. 
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has 
been declared, in an aphorism of the Yoga, to be [not a 
separate entity, but] ‘ an affection of the mind/ Hence 
there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities/ 
[in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled 
Ignorance] . 

b. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter- 
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the 
argument is the same in support of both, i.e., of both Soul 
and Nature : such is the meaning . 1 

c. But then, there being [as has been shown,] a mode of 
arriving, by inference, at [a knowledge of the saving truth 
in regard to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflexion, 
in the shape of discrimination [between Soul and Nature], 
does not take place in the case of all [men]? In regard to 
this point, he states [as follows ]: 2 

fbw it so ii 

All do not profit by Aph. 70. There is no rule [or neces- 

the saving truth ; because .. , 1 , , t • . ,, . n 

it is only the best kind sity, that all should arrive at the truth] ; 

beca u s e those who are privileged [to 

engage in the inquiry] are of three 

descriptions. 

a . For those privileged [to engage in the inquiry] are 
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those 
who, in reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these, 
by the dull the [Sankhya] arguments are frustrated [and 
altogether set aside], by means of the sophisms that have 
been uttered by the Bauddha s, &c. By the mediocre they 
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,] are made to 
appear as if there were equally strong arguments on the 
other side, by means of arguments which really prove the 
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by 
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arguments which are not true : [see the section on Fallacies 
in the Tarka-sangraha ]. But it is only the best of those 
privileged, that reflect in the manner that has been set 
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which 
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature] : such is 
the import. But there is no rule that all must needs 
reflect in the manner so set forth : such is the literal 
meaning. 1 

b. He now, through two aphorisms, defines ‘ the Great 
one ’ and ‘ Self-consciousness ’ ; 2 [the reader being pre- 
sumed to remember that Nature consists of the three 
‘ Qualities 3 in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other 
principles, such as the ‘ Subtile elements ’ (see § 61)] : 

a m a 

Aph. 71. The first product [of the 
JltMufr* °” e ’ " Primal Agent, Nature], which is called 
‘ the Great one/ is Mind. 

a. ‘Mind' (manas). ‘ Mind' [is so called], because its 
function is { thinking ' ( manana ). By ‘ thinking ' is here 
meant ‘judging' niichaya ). That of which this is the func- 
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tion is 1 intellect ’ ( buddhi ) ; and that is the first product, 
that called 1 the Great one ’ ( mahat ) : such is the meaning. 1 

mc^ts^sTT: n a? n 

The relation of Seif- 4pk. 72. ‘ Self-consciousness* is that 
consciousness to Mind. w hi c h is subsequent [to Mind.] 

a. ‘ Self-consciousness/ the function of which is a con- 
ceit [that ( I exist/ ‘ I do this, that, and the other thing *], 
is that which is subsequent : that is to say, ‘ Self-conscious- 
ness * is the next after f the Great one ,2 [§ 71]. 

b. Since c Self-consciousness ’ is that whose function is a 
conceit [which brings out the Ego , in every case of cog- 
nition, the matter of which cognition would, else, have lain 
dormant in the bosom of Nature, the formless Objective], 
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena 
of mundane existence,] are effects of this [Self-conscious- 
ness] ; and so he declares [as follows] : s 
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fTr^r^WlTH 1 II $$ II 


A ll products y save 
Mind, result from Self- 
eonsciousness. 


Aph. 73. To the others it belongs 
to be products thereof, [i.e., of Self- 
consciousness] . 


a. ‘ To be products thereof,’ i.e., to be products of Self- 
consciousness : that is to say, the fact of being products 
thereof belongs to the others, 2 the eleven ‘Organs’ ( indriya ) , 
the five ‘ Subtile elements,’ and, mediately, to the [gross] 
Elements, also, the products of the Subtile elements. 3 


b. But then, if it be thus [some one may say], you relin- 
quish your dogma, that Nature is the cause of the whole 
world. Therefore he declares [as follows] : 4 


^n^drnrr u|KT vTOVvswyRrt n stf » 


1 Instead of which seems to be peculiar to Vijnana, 

*v ♦ 

Aniruddha and others have the preferable lection Ed. 

♦ 

1 To render Paragraph a is taken, with slight 

alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha. Ed. 
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Aph. 74. Moreover, mediately, 
through that [i.e., the ‘ Great one* 
(§71)], the first [cause, viz., Nature,] 
is the cause [of all products] ; as is the 
case with the Atoms, [the causes, 
though not the immediate causes, of jars, &c.]. 


Nature , immediately 
the cause of Mind , i s, 
mediately , the cause of 
all other products . 


a. ‘ Moreover, mediately/ i.e., moreover, not in the 
character of the immediate cause, c the first/ i.e., Nature, 
is the cause of ‘ Self- consciousness’ and the rest, [mediately,] 
through € the Great one * and the rest ; as, in the theory of 
the Vaiseshikcis, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the 
like, only [mediately,] through combinations of two atoms, 
and so on : such is the meaning. 1 

b. But then, since, also, both Nature and Soul are eternal, 
which of them is [really] the cause of the creation’s com- 
mencing ? In regard to this, he declares [as follows] : 2 
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3 Slightly better, perhaps, than this reading is that of Aniruddha : 
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ruddha s explanation here follows ; 
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Aph. 75. While both [Soul and Na- 
>oUcause? atUre ** ^ ture] are antecedent [to all products], 
since the one [viz., Soul,] is devoid [of 
this character of being a cause] , it is applicable [only] to 
the other of the two, [viz., Nature]. 

a. That is to say : ‘ while both/ viz., Soul and Nature, 
are preexistent to every product, still, ‘ since the one/ viz., 
Soul, from the fact of its not being modified [into any- 
thing else, as clay is modified into a jar], must be ‘ devoid/ 
or lack the nature of a cause, ‘it is applicable,’ i.e., the 
nature of a cause must belong, to the other of the two. 1 

b. But then [some one may say], let Atoms alone be 
causes ; since there is no dispute [that these are causal] . 
In reply to this, he says : 2 

u 5 n sf, u 


C Cv 

nwJJmftrsnfwsR fR ^irvicn- 

IRIRRTCRW wr: ^RRVRUWRf II 

5W ! SIT?ll 

8 Aniruddha has, according to both my MSS., 

FTFsT. 




BOOK I., APH. 77. 


93 


Aph. 76. What is limited cannot be 

plastic Nature isprefer- the substance of all [things]. 
able to that of Atoms. . . 

a. That which is limited cannot be 
the substance of all [things] ; as yarn cannot be the 
[material] cause of a jar. Therefore it would [on the 
theory suggested,] be necessary to mention separate causes 
of [all] things severally ; and it is simpler to assume a 
single cause. Therefore Nature alone is the cause. Such 
is the meaning. 1 

b. He alleges Scripture in support of this : 2 



II 33 II 


Aph. 77. And [the proposition that 
/ afouro/thfthloZ * *" Nature is the cause of all is proved] 
from the text of Scripture, that the 
origin [of the world] is therefrom, [i. e., from Nature]. 

a. An argument, in the first instance, has been set forth 
[in § 76 ; for, till argument fails him, no one falls back 
upon authority]. Scripture, moreover, declares that 
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ‘ From 
Nature the world arises/ &c. s 
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b. But then [some one may say], a jar which ante- 
cedently did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let, 
then, antecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product] ; 
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, a cause ; 
‘ the invariable antecedent being denominated a cause,’ 
if Dr. Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to be trusted]. To 
this he replies : 1 

wftrfe ii » 

nO vO 

Aph. 78. A thing is not made out 

Ex nihilo nihil fit. P . 

of nothing. 

a. That is to say : it is not possible that out of nothing, 
i.e., out of a nonentity, a thing should be made, i.e., an 
entity should arise. If an entity were to arise out of a 
nonentity, then, since the character of a cause is visible in 
its product, the world, also, would be unreal : such is the 
meaning. 2 

b. Let the world, too, be unreal : what harm is that to 
us? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [as follows] :* 
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Reasons why the world 
is not to he supposed un- 
real. 


Aph . 79. It [the world] is not unreal ; 
because there is no fact contradictory 
[to its reality], and because it is not 
the [false] result of depraved causes, 


[leading to a belief in what ought not to be believed]. 


a . When there is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a 
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], that it 
is silver, its being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent 
and more correct] cognition, that this is not silver. But, 
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a 
reality], no one ever has the cognition, c This world is not 
in the shape of an entity/ by which [cognition, if any one 
ever really had such,] its being an entity might be op- 
posed. 1 


b . And it is held that that is false which is the result 


of a depraved cause ; e.g., some one’s cognition of a [white] 
conch-shell as yellow , through such a fault as the jaundice, 
[which depraves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in ques- 
tion, [that of the world regarded as a reality] , there is no 
such [temporary or occasional] depravation [of the senses] ; 
because all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality. 
Therefore the world is not an unreality. 2 
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c. But then [some one may suggest], let a nonentity be 
the [substantial] cause of the world ; still the world will 
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unreal. In regard to this, 
he declares [as follows] i 1 


hr 

crftfrfe: 11 to 11 


Aph. 80. If it [the substantial cause,] 

The product of some- be an entity, then this would be the 
thing is something ; and _ , i a iii 

that of nothing, nothing. CUSe, [that tllG product Would. DG 2111 

entity], from its union [or identity] 
therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how 
could it possibly be the case [that the product would be 
real] , since it is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it 
is united, in the relation of identity] ? 

a . If an entity were the substantial cause [of the world], 
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the cause 
present themselves in the product, 'this would be the 
case/ i.e., it would be the case that the product was real, 
'because of union therewith/ i.e., because of the union [of 
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum J. 
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if a nonentity [were 
the substantial cause], the world would be a nonentity, 
then, by reason of its being a nonentity, i.e., by reason of 
the world’s being [on that supposition,] necessarily a non- 
entity, [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case/ 
[that it would be real ] ? 
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b. But then [a follower of the Mimansd may say], since 
[it would appear that] nonentity can take no shape but 
that of nonentity, let works alone be the cause of the 
world. What need have we of the hypothesis of ‘Nature*? 
To this he replies : l 

* ^RT^FTT^TUTcT 2 II bS II 

Aph. 81. No; for works are not 

Action cannot serve as adapted to be the substantial cause [of 
a substratum. L 

any product]. 

a . Granting that ‘ the unseen * [merit or demerit arising 
from actions] may be an instrumental cause, [in bringing 
about the mundane condition of the agent] , yet we never 
see merit or demerit in the character of the substantial 
cause [of any product] : and our theories ought to show 
deference to our experience. ‘ Nature * is to be accepted ; 
because Liberation arises [see § 56/ and § 83,] from dis- 
cerning the distinction between Nature and the Soul. 4 

WFR VCT5RFFT crfrsfe T- 
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is the lection accepted by Vij- 

nana, and by him only. Ed. 

8 It is the bracketed Aph. 56, at p. 58, supra, that is here re- 
ferred to. Ed. 
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b. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can 
bo attained by undertaking the things directed by the 
Yeda, what occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves 
about] Nature ? To this he replies 

II t* II 

Aph. 82. The accomplishment there- 
tjulration is not to be 0 f [i.e., of Liberation,] is not, more- 

obtained by ritual obser- ^ . 

vances. over, through scriptural rites : the 

chief end of man does not consist in 
this [which is gained through such means]; because, since 
this consists of what is accomplished through acts , [and 
is, therefore, a product, and not eternal], there is [still left 
impending over the ritualist,] the liability to repetition of 
births. 

a. ‘ Scriptural means/ such as^sacrifices, [are so called], 
because they are heard from [t lie mouth of the instructor 
in] Scripture. Not thereby, moreover, is ‘ the accomplish- 
ment thereof,’ i.e., the accomplishment of Liberation ; 
‘ because one is liable to repetition of births, by reason of 
the fact that it [the supposed Liberation,] was accom- 
plished by means’ i.e., because the [thus far] liberated 

*Rf<T i 

ftfh ll 

UWSTcT II 
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[soul] is still liable to repetition of births , 1 inasmuch as 
this [its- supposed Liberation,] is not eternal, [just] because 
it is [the result of] acts. For this reason, the chief end of 
man does not consist in this , 2 [which is gained through 
ritual observances]. 

b. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man : ' 

cR II II 

C vO 

Aph. 83. There is Scripture for it, 

In regard to the attain- ,i , , ■, ,, • , j • • 

mentof the chief end of that he who has attamed to discrimma- 

man, the Scripture con- ^ on [ n regard to these [i.e., Natan e 
and Soul], has no repetition of births. 

a. f In regard to these/ i. e., in regard to Nature and 
Soul, of him who has attained to discrimination, there is a 
text declaring, that, in consequence of his knowledge of 
the distinction, there will be no repetition of births; tin' 
text, viz., ‘ lie does not return again / 1 &c. r> 


1 Literally, 4 liable to return to mundane existence.’ .bid. 

2 • rT" 

v?> sD C 

fwvm: i n 

sO x 

3 ^NfrT II 

4 Compare the Clihdndogya Upanishad , viii., xv. Ed . 

’5tfh: u 
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b. He states an objection to tbe opposite view : x 

srsnfawR ^rr^rfw^: n b tf 11 

Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e.g.. 
Pain can lead only to to victims in sacrifice,] must come pain 

pain , not to liberation r . . _ - 7 . 

from it. [to the sacrmcer, and not liberation 

from pain] ; as there is not relief from 
chilliness, by affusion of water. 

a. If Liberation were to be effected by acts, [such as 
sacrifices], then, since the acts involve a variety of pains, 
Liberation itself [on the principle that every effect in- 
cludes the qualities of its cause,] would include a variety of 
pains ; and it would be a grief, from the fact that it must 
eventually end : for, to one who is distressed by chilliness 
the affusion of water does not bring liberation from his 
chilliness, but, rather, [additional] chilliness. 2 

b. But then [some one may say], the fact that the act 
is productive of pain is not the motive [to the performance 
of sacrifice] ; but the [real] reason is this, that the act is 
productive of things desirable. And, in accordance with this, 
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they 
may partake of immortality/ &c. To this he replies :* 


1 faxret a 

rrrfa wreff 

3 T4 cj^rr- 
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ssrosssTRsfV msisnfwtra « tM u 

Aph. 85. [Liberation cannot arise 
The character of the from acts] ; because, whether the end 

end, contemplated makes . . i.ii 

no difference in regard be something desirable, or undesirable, 
whatl IjCcZdlyworh. [and we admit that the motive of the 
sacrifice is not the giving pain to the 
victim], this makes no difference in regard to its being 
the result of acts, [and, therefore, not eternal, but tran- 
sitory]. 

a. Grant that pain is not what is [intended] to be 
accomplished by works done without desire, [on the part 
of the virtuous sacrificer], still, though there is a difference 
[as you contend,] between [an act done to secure] some- 
thing enjoyable and an act done without reference to 
enjoyment, this makes no difference with respect to the 
fact of the Liberation’s being produced by acts, [which, I 
repeat, permanent Liberation cannot be] : there must still 
again be pain ; for it [the Liberation supposed to have 
been attained through works,] must be perishable, because 
it is a production. The text which declares that works 
done without desire are instruments of Liberation has 
reference to knowledge, [which, I grant, may be gained by 
such means] ; and Liberation comes through knowledge ; 
so that these [works] are instruments of Liberation 


S^nWMSrfifd I TlVTf II 

1 The reading of Aniruddlia, according to my MSS., is sfiT- 

Ed. 
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mediately : 1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry 
regards the immediate cause] . 

b . [But then, some one may say], supposing that 
Liberation may take place [as you Sankhyas contend,] 
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature 
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness [of the 
Liberation effected by this means, as well as any other 
means], mundane life may return, we are both on an 
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sankhyas look upon 
as transitory, and you Sankhyas, whose Liberation we, 
again, look upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much 
the same predicament]. To this he replies : 2 

f friUKW q ntq WRiTOII bf,n 

\ 

1 *u cTWrfa SRTRT- 

fire WT?T I 

vrre rfrr xtrtcrttt ^T^mirTrErrT ii 

^ t ^ ^ T^T ^ ^ 

*nfq 

fimsjcf ii 

3 Dr. Ballantyne, on republishing the Sankhya Aphorisms in the 
Bibliotheca Indica , adopted the genuine reading, 
instead of that given above, which I find, indeed, in the Serampore 
edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya , but in no MS. He 
ought, however, at the same time, to have altered his translation. 
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Aph. 86, Of him who is essentially 
liberated, his bonds having absolutely 
perished, it [i.e., the fruit of his saving 
knowledge,] is absolute : there is no parity [between his 
case and that of him who relies on works, and who may 
thereby secure a temporary sojourn in Paradise, only to 
return again to earth]. 

а . Of him € who is essentially liberated/ who, in his very 
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The 
bond [see § 56, *] is Non-discrimination [between Nature 
and Soul]. By the removal thereof there is the destruc- 
tion, the annihilation, of Non-discrimination : and how is 
it possible that there should again be a return of the mun- 
dane state, when the destruction of Non-discrimination is 
absolute ? Thus there is no [such] similarity, 2 [between 
the two cases, as is imagined, by the objector, under § 85.6.]. 

б. It has been asserted [in § 61,] that there is a class of 
twenty-five [things which are realities] ; and, since these 
cannot be ascertained [or made out to be true'], except by 


which, in conformity with the unadulterated text, might have run 
somewhat as follows : ‘ Of him who is, in himself, liberated all ex- 
tinction of bondage is final/ &c. Such is the interpretation which, 
on comparison of the various commentaries, seems to be the most 
eligible. Ed. 

1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Ed. 

s f w i i : i ’nsr: i ^ifa*- 

JTfafff 5* II 
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proof, therefore he displays this j 1 [i.e., he shows what he 
means by proof] : 

wsmracnf 11 ts n 

Aph. 87. The determination of some- 
dence. thing not [previously] lodged in both 

[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one 
or other of them, is ‘ right notion ’ ( pramd ). What is, in 
the highest degree, productive thereof [i. e., of any given 
* right notion ’], is that ; [i. e., is what we mean by proof, 
or evidence, ( pramana )] . 

a. ‘Not lodged/ i. e., not deposited in ‘one rightly 
cognizing’ [pramatri ); in short, not previously known. 
The ‘determination,’ i.e., the ascertainment [or right 
apprehension] of such a thing, or reality, is ‘ right notion ’ ; 
and, whether this be an affection ‘ of both,’ i.e ., of Intellect, 
and also of Soul [as some hold that it is], or of only one or 
other of the two, [as others hold,] either way, ‘ what is, in 
the highest degree, productive ’ of this ‘ right notion ’ is 
[what we term proof, or] evidence, ( pramana ) : such is the 
definition of evidence in general ; [the definition, of its 
several species falling to be considered hereafter] : such is 
the meaning. 4 

’ rapt ^ jutt- 

2 N&gesa has cfTO°. Ed - 

8 Some MSS. have the inferior reading Ed. 
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b. It is with a view to the exclusion of Memory, Error, 
and Doubt, in their order, that we employ [when speaking 
of the result of evidence,] the expressions * not previously 
known ’ [which excludes things remembered], and ‘ reality ’ 
[which excludes mistakes and fancies], and ‘ discrimina- 
tion/ 1 [which excludes doubt]. 

c. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources 
of knowledge], if * right notion/ is spoken of as located in 
the Soul [see § 87. a.] , then the [proof, or] evidence is an 
affection of the Intellect. If [on the other hand, the ‘right 
notion ’ is spoken of as] located in the Intellect, in the 
shape of an affection [of that the affections of which are 
mirrored by the Soul] , then it [the proof, or evidence, or 
whatever we may choose to call that from which * right 
notion ’ results,] is just the conjunction of an organ [with 
its appropriate object; such conjunction giving rise to 
sense-perception], &c. But, if both the Soul’s cognition 
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [cases 
of] ‘ right notion/ then both of these aforesaid [the affec- 
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction 
of an organ with its appropriate object, &c., in the other 


snrr m ^ ijifr 

%R?rwsrezrt*ni^r <rcn: mrm 

wfasnS: II 

1 ?fcT 
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case,] are [to receive the name of] proof ( pramana ). You 
are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &c., are 
spoken of as ‘evidence/ it is only as being mediately 1 [the 
sources of right knowledge] . 

d. IIow many [kinds of] proofs [then,] are there ? To 
this he replies :' 2 

Vjm f rT%%T 

fe ll tb il 

Apli. 88. Proof is of three kinds : 

There are three kimis there is no establishment of more ; 

because, if these be established, then 
all [that is true] can be established [by one or other of 
these three proofs]. 

a. ‘ Proof is of three kinds / that is to say, ‘ perception ’ 


(RT VHTVTFr I Jlfi> 

xn^ni%TVT ninayM 

WRT*tj i itot- 

in«raiK: vtqrv^frr ll 

2 iraramtera sn? ii 

3 So reads Aniruddha ; but Vijnana, Nagesa, and Ved&nti 
Mah&deva end the eighty-seventh Aphorism with these two words. 
Hence : * That which is, in the highest degree, productive thereof is 
proof, of three kinds.* JEd . 
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( pratyaksha ), t the recognition of signs ’ ( anumana ), and 
* testimony ’ (sabda), are the [three kinds of] proofs. 1 

b . But then [some one may incline to say], let 'com- 
parison * [which is reckoned, in the Nyaya, a specifically 
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as 
'Conjecture/ &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in 
the Mimansa], also be instruments of right knowledge, [as 
well as these three], in [the matter of] the discriminating 
of Nature and Soul : he therefore says, ‘ because, if these 
[three] be established/ &c. And, since, if there be the 
three kinds of proof established/ everything [that is really 
true] can be established [by means of them], there is no 
establishment of more / no addition to the proofs can be 
fairly made out ; because of the cumbrousness [that sins 
against the philosophical maxim, that we are not to assume 
more than is necessary to account for the case] : such is 
the meaning. 2 

c. For the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only 
a triad of proofs, where he says [see the Institutes, Ch. 
xii., v. 105] : ‘ By that man who seeks a distinct knowledge 
of his duty, [these] three [sources of right knowledge] 
must be well understood, viz.. Perception, Inference, and 
Scriptural authority in its various shapes [of legal institute> 


ii 

ftrrfa i ^rr? afia nfirfa i fafatm- 

IRTOTfim fagrfcf ii 
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&c.].’ And 1 Comparison,’ and * Tradition * (aitihya), and 
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and 
‘ Non-perception ’ ( anupalabdhi) and the like are included 
under Perception / [for the non-perception of an absent 
jar on a particular spot of ground is nothing else than the 
perception of that spot of ground without a jar on it]. 

d. He [next] states the definitions of the varieties 2 [of 
proof, having already (§ 87) given the general definition] : 

sju ii te II 

Apli. 89. Perception (pratyaksha) is 

Perception defined. . , 

that discernment which, being in con- 
junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form 
thereof. 

a. ‘ Being in conjunction/ [literally,] ‘ existing in con- 

1 ^TcT I 

v*> N 

Hsrepujuui ^ sirs# ^ fafwnuu i vv 
vnjmwsr^T: u^ts^q«®an- 



3 Aniruddha has yielding ‘deter- 

mined by/ &c., instead of * being in/ &c. Ed. 

4 Veddnti Mah&deva has (P). Ed. 
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junction;’ ‘portrays the form thereof,’ i.e., assumes the 
form of the thing with which it is in con j unction [as water 
assumes the form of the vessel into which it is poured] ; 
what ‘ discernment,’ or affection of the Intellect, [does this], 
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I., 
§ 5 and § 8. b.)~\ is the evidence [called] Perception : such is 
the meaning. 1 

b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definition of 
Perception (§ 89)] does not extend [as we conceive it 
ought, and presume it is intended, to do,] to the perception, 
by adepts in the Yoga, of things past, future, or concealed 
[by stone walls, or such intervening things as interrupt 
ordinary perception] ; because there is, here, no ‘ form of 
the thing, in conjunction ’ [with the mind of him who per- 
ceives it, while absent] : having pondered this doubt, he 
corrects it by [stating, as follows,] the fact, that this [super- 
natural sort of perception] is not what he intends to de- 
fine : 2 



ii <£o ii 


nrera rwu!ifwq*|: n 


2 
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Aph. 90. It is not a fault [in the 

tJmtfdf'Zwh t0 it definition, that it does not apply to the 

should not apply to the perceptions of adepts in the Yoqd \ ; 
perceptions of the mystic. r 1 r m * J 1 

because that of the adepts in the Yoga 
is not an external perception. 

a . That is to say : it is only sewsc-perception that is 
to be here defined ; and the adepts of the Yoga do not per- 
ceive through the external [organs of sense]. Therefore there 
is no fault [in our definition] ; i.e., there is no failure to 
include the perceptions of these ; l [because there is no 
intention to include them]. 

b. [But, although this reply is as much as the objector 
has any right to expect,] he states the real justification 2 
[of the definition in question] : 

ii II 

Aph. 91. Or, there is no fault 

But the ilefinition R n the definition], because of the 
does apply to the percep - L . . . f , . 

tions of the mystic. conjunction, with cauml things, ot 

that [mystical mind] which has at- 
tained exaltation. 4 


1 srag 

i n umarersanfR- 

u 


3 Thus Vijnana and Vedanti Mahadeva. Aniruddha has 

The reaJin S of Nagesa is «T 

Ed. 

4 For the term atu'aya , again rendered, in the next page, by 
‘ exaltation/ vide infra , p. 116, note 4. Ed. 
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а . Or, be it so that the perception of the Yogi , also, 
shall be the thing to be defined ; still there is no fault [in 
our definition, § 89] ; it does not fail to extend [to this, 
also]; since the mind of the Yogi , in the exaltation gained 
from the habitude produced by concentration, does come 
into conjunction with things [as existont] in their causes, 1 
[whether or not with the things as developed into products 
perceptible by the external senses]. 

б. Here the word rendered ‘ causal 9 (lina) denotes the 
things, not in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by 
the objector [in § 89. 6.] ; for we, who assert that effects 
exist [from eternity, in their causes, before taking the shape 
of effects, and, likewise, in these same causes, when again 
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past, 
&c., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunction 
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos- 
sible. 2 


Objection, that the de- 
finition does not apply to 
the perceptions of the 
‘ Loid.' 


c . But then, [some one may say,] 
still this [definition] does not extend to 
the Lord's perceptions ; because, since 
these are from everlasting, they can- 


1 rntrfq ^ 

! TOfaitdtti rnft n- 

d*H* >: ii 
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not result from [emergent] conjunction. To this he re- 
plies 

it ii 

Aph. 92. [This objection to the de- 
eJstTh not proved^ faition of Perception has no force] ; 

because it is not proved that there 

is a Lord ( iswara ). 

a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception], 
because there is no proof that there is a Lord, is supplied 2 
[from § 90]. 

b. And this demurring to there being any ‘ Lord ’ is 
merely in accordance with 3 the arrogant dictum of [certain] 
partisans [who hold an opinion not recognized by the ma- 
jority]. Therefore, it is to be understood, the expression 
employed is, ‘because it is not proved that there is a 
Lord/ but not the expression, ‘ because there is no Lord/ 4 


1 ^ ifTOrei faSH- 

2 wfSd 11 


3 Rather, ‘And this [mere] taking exception to a Lord is ex- 
pressly owing to,’ &c. The aphorist would not be confounded 
with those who denied what he waited to see evidenced. The attitude 
which he assumed is that of suspense of judgment on the point of 
theism, as against thepositiveness of the professed atheist. Vijnana,here 

followed, then goes on to say: ^WT^WTRtf^- 
i ‘ For, otherwise [i. e., if the aphorist had been atheistic], 

it would have been explicitly declared, Because of the non-existence of 
a Lord.’ Ed. 
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c. But, on the implication 1 that there is a * Lord/ what 
we mean to speak of [in our definition of Perception, 089),] 
is merely the being of the [same] kind with what is pro- 
duced by conjunction 2 [of a sense-organ with its object; 
and the perceptions of the ‘ Lord ’ may be of the same 
kind with such perceptions, though they were not to come 
from the same source ]. 

d . Having pondered the doubt, ‘ How should the Lord 
not be proved [to exist] by the Scripture and the Law, 
[which declare his existence] ? ’ he states a dilemma which 
excludes [this] : 3 

II <J3 II 


Aph. 93. [And, further,] it is not 
proved that he [the 4 Lord/] exists ; 
because [whoever exists must be either 
free or bound ; and], of free and 
bound, he can be neither the one nor the other. 


A dilemma , to exclude 
proof that there is any 
‘ Lord: 


a. The ‘ Lord * whom you imagine, tell us, is he free 
from troubles, &c. ? Or is he in bondage through these ? 


fcT I ^TcT ^ rfcTOWTRT- 

f^fcT ^11 

1 Rather, ‘the view being accepted 1 (abhyupagame). 

3 tTTOwjtnh ?r 

ii 

3 yjfnfwfrt«li wftsn ftwfsstrafj 
-siTV^HTf II 


I 
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Since he is not, cannot be, either the one or the other, it 
is not proved that there is a * Lord such is the meaning . 1 

b. He explains this very point : 2 

wtoutoiTOsr 3 ii ii 

The force of the A P h - 94 - [Because,] either way, he 
dilemma . would be inefficient. 

a. Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &c., 
which [as compulsory motives,] would instigate him to 
create ; and, if he were bound, he would be under delu- 
sion; he must be [on either alternative,] unequal to the 
creation, &c . 4 [of this world]. 

b. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case, 
what becomes of the Scripture-texts which declare the 
f Lord ?’ To this he replies : r> 


1 iTOTrsfcnRcr- fa 

«TT I 

ii 

2 cnfaff II 

3 The reading, in a later handwriting, of one of my MSS. of 

f' 

Aniruddha is • Ed. 

t \ 

4 ^ r- 

* nfh: i 


fprr? ii 
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tot 1 ^rr n <»m ii 

Aph. 95. [The Scriptural texts which 
make mention of the ‘ Lord ’ are] 
either glorifications of the liberated 
Soul, or homages to the recognized 8 [deities of the Hindu 
pantheon]. 4 

a. That is to say : accordingly as the case may be, some 
text [among those in which the term ‘ Lord } occurs,] is 
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the 
* Lord/ [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junction 
[with Nature], to incite [to still deeper contemplation], to 
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, i. e., 
absolute Soul in general ; and some other text, declaratory, 
for example, of ereatorship, &c., preceded by resolution 
[to create, is intended] to extol [and to purify the mind of 
the contemplator, by enabling him to take a part in ex- 
tolling] the eternity, &c., of the familiarly known 3 Brahma, 


1 Another reading, that of Nagesa and of Vedanti Mahadeva, 
makes this word of the singular number. Ed. 

^ a compound, is the reading of Aniruddha, 
followed by Vedanti Mahadeva. See 4, below. Ed. 

3 In both places, siddha , ‘possessor of supernatural powers/ Ed. 


4 Aniruddha’s exposition of this Aphorism is as follows : TT- 

v) v3 

isw <wi i rirmror ft- 

t* \ 

ftT^nfcT^^TR uwr- 
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Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal ‘ Lord \* since these, 
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality], &c., [and, 
in so far, liable to perish], have immortality, &c., in a se- 
condary sense ;* [seeing that the Soul, in every combina- 
tion, is immortal, though the combination itself is not so]. 

b. But then, [some one may say], even if it were thus [as 
alleged under §95], what is heard in Scripture, [viz.], the 
fact that it [viz., Soul] is the governor of Nature, &c., would 
not be tlie case ; for, in the world, we speak of govern- 
ment in reference only to modifications [preceded and 
determined] by resolutions [that so and so shall take place], 
&c. To this he replies : 2 




According to this, the term is war a. 


‘mighty one/ ‘lord/ is applied, by way of eulogy, either to a soul as 
it were liberated, or to a person who, through devotion, has acquired 
transcendent faculties, that is to say, the Yogi. Resolution, agent- 
ship, and the like, are impredicable of one absolutely liberated ; and 
such a one, being inert and impassive, cannot be intended by tswara* 
‘a power/ Hence the expression, ‘as it were liberated/ Also see, 
for at'naya, — translated, above, ‘transcendent faculties/ — Book IV., 
Aph. 21. Ed. 


1 WRFT #^TR3R- 

rrrf<^ n if^r^UTRT II 
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HrtffaVT^RlTOTFT TrftRcT II <& II 

Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof, 
Soul, like the lode- i. e ., 0 f Soul over Nature] is from [its] 

stone , acts not by resolve , . J L J 

through proximity. proximity thereto, [not from its re- 
solving to act thereon] ; as is the case 

with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iron], 

a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul’s,] creativeness, or 
[its] governorship, was through a resolve [to create, or to 
govern], then this objection [brought forward under § 95. 
6.] would apply. But [it is not so; for,] by us [Sankhyas,] 
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of 
creatorship, or the like, is merely from [its] proximity 
[to Nature] ; ‘as is the case with the [lodestone] gem/ 1 

b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron 
merely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or 
to be acted on], &c., so, by the mere conjunction of the 
primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle [called] 
the ‘ Great one/ [or Mind, (see § 61. c.)]. And in this 
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as creator 
towards that which is superadded to it: such is the mean- 
ing. 2 

i to ii 

fhVTcTri <T II 

f^RT 
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c. And thus it is declared, [in some one of the Puranas *] : 
‘ As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lod^stone,] stands 
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deity 
who is mere Existence. Thus it is, that there are, in the 
Soul, both agency [seemingly,] and non-agency, [really]. 
It is not an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition ; 
[and it is] an agent, merely through approximation [to 
Nature]/ 2 

d. In respect of worldly products, also, animal souls 
overrule, merely through their approximation [to Nature]: 
so he declares [as follows] : s 

stHutut II QS> II 


| 33- 

& 

1 The Translator’s authority for this attribution has not been 
discovered. JE 'd. 

2 i fafira t# w 

I 5R- 

wfa: I ^cT fl'fw- 

5,f?t « 

4 Aniruddha has fsnhjsfi-Rsfa . Ed. 
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In like manner, em- Apli. 97. In the case of individual 
bodied souls do not ener- J 

,gize. products, also, [the apparent agencyj 

of animal souls [is solely through proximity]. 

a. ( The agency is solely through proximity : ’ so much 
is supplied 1 [from ^96], 

b. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par- 
ticular productions, — the creation, &c., of things individual 
[as contradistinguished from that of all things in the 
lump, (see Vedanta-sdra , §67)], — animal souls, i.e., souls in 
which the intellects [of individuals] reflect themselves [see 
§ 99. a.], overrule, merely through proximity, but not 
through any effort ; seeing that these [animal souls] are 
none other than the motionless Thought. 2 

c. But then, [some one may say], if there were no eternal 
and omniscient ‘Lord/ through the doubt of a blind 
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective 
guardianship], the Vedas would cease to be an authority ; 
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for 
an instant]. To this he replies : 3 


1 » 

1 sfrtRT- 

firemri 7T iforfa sjTwftput- 

ii 

?!TJiRn!?r i u 



120 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


II <!t II 


How the Vedas need 
not the ‘ Lord * to authen- 
ticate them . 


Aph. 98. The declaration of the 
texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahma* 
for example], since he knows the truth, 
[is authorative evidence]. 


a. To complete [the aphorism, we must say], f since 
Hiranyagarbha [i.e., Brahma ,] and others [viz., Vishnu 
and Siva], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is 
true, the declaration of the texts or sense of the Vedas, 
where these are the speakers, is evidence 1 [altogether 
indisputable]. 


b . But then, if Soul, by its simple proximity [to Nature 
(§ 96)], is an overruler in a secondary sense [only of the 
term, — as the magnet may be said, in a secondary sense, to 
draw the iron, while the conviction is entertained, that, 
actually and literally, the iron draws the magnet], — 
who is the primary [or actual,] overruler ? In reference to 
this, he says : 2 


1 fawrcs Tnmfoi %r- 

5rq: n 

vj) ^ 

Erejri nff' qs^rraifFrr- 

RT? II 




BOOK I., APH. 99. 


121 


F?H II <!ft II 

Aph. 99. The internal organ, through 
It is in the shape of its being enlightened thereby [i.e., by 
Nature affects Soul. koulj, is the overruier ; as is the iron, 
[in respect of the magnet]. 

a. The internal organ, i.e., the understanding, is the 
overruler, through its fancying itself to be Soul, [as it does 
fancy,] by reason of its being enlightened by the Soul, 
through its happening to reflect itself in [and contemplate 
itself in,] Soul; ‘just as the iron/ that is to say, as the 
attracting iron, though inactive, draws [the magnet], in 
consequence of [its] mere proximity, 2 [and so acquires 
magnetism by magnetic induction], 

b. He [now, having discussed the evidence that consists 
in direct perception,] states the definition of inference 3 
(a namdna) : 


1 Aniruddha has ; prefixing to * the 

internal organ* the synonymous ‘ the Great One.’ Ed . 

sO ^ 
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nffR^i: 1 ii soo u 

Aph . 100. The knowledge of the con- 
J nected [e.g., nre], through perception 

of the connexion [e.g., of fire with smoke], is inference. 

a . That is to say : inference [or conviction of a general 
truth,] is [a kind of] evidence consisting in a [mental] 
modification, [which is none other than] the knowledge 
of the connected, i.e., of the constant accompanier, through 
the knowledge of the constant accompaniment : by ‘ con- 
nexion ’ ( pratibandha ) here being meant 1 constant at- 
tendedness ' ( vydpti ) ; and through the perception thereof 2 
[it being that the mind has possession of any general 
principle]. 

bn But a conclusion (anuniiti) is knowledge of the soul ; 3 
[whilst an Inference, so far forth as it is an instrument in 
the establishment of knowledge deducible from it, is an 
affection of the internal organ, or understanding (see 

§87. c.)] 

c. He [next] defines testimony 4 ( sabda ) : 


1 

Mahadeva. Ed. 


is the reading of Nagesa and of Vedanti 
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11 w 11 

Aph. 101. Testimony [such as is 

Valid testimony defined . . , 1 p 1 . 

entitled to the name ot evidence,] is a 
declaration by one worthy [to be believed]. 

a . Here ‘ fitness * means * suitableness ; y and so the 
evidence which is called ‘ Testimony J is the knowledge 
arising from a suitable declaration : such is the meaning. 
And [while this belongs to the understanding, or internal 
organ (see § 100. i.)] the result is that [knowledge] in the 
Soul, [which is called] c knowledge by hearing n (sabda- 
bodha). 

b . He [next] volunteers to tell us what is the use of his 
setting forth [the various divisions of] evidence : a 

wrfufe ii so* n 

Aph. 102. Since the establishment 
why the kinds of Evi- 0 f [the existence of] both [soul and 

dence have been heie set . J . 

forth. non-soul] is by means ol evidence, the 

declaration thereof [i.e., of the kinds of 
evidence, has been here made]. 

a . It is only by means of evidence that both Soul and 
non-soul are established as being distinct, [the one from the 
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other] : therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de- 
clared : such is the meaning. 1 

6. Among these [several kinds of proof], he [now] describes 
that one by which, especially, viz., by a proof which is 
one kind of inference, Nature and Soul are here to be 
established discriminatively : 2 

STHTRm hfe 3 II <10$ II 

The existence of Soul Apk. 103. The establishment of both 

amt Nature argued from rAT i ri n • i i 

analogy. [JN ature and boulj is by analogy. 

a. [Analogy (sdnuwyato drishta) is that kind of evidence 
which is employed in the case] where, by the force [as an 
argument,] which the residence of any property in the sub- 
ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly 
accompanied [by something which it may therefore be- 
token], when we have had recourse to [as the means of 
determining this constant accompaniment,] what is, for 
instance, generically of a perceptible kind, [where, under 
such circumstances, we repeat,] anything of a different kind, 
i.e., not cognizable by the senses, is established; as when, 
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani- 
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking 
into consideration such instruments as axes, &c., which are 
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper- 
ceptible, instrument of knowledge , viz., [the instrument 
named] Sense, is established [or inferred to exist] ; such is 
what we mean by Analogy ; and it is by this [species of 
inference], that both, [viz.,] Nature and Soul, are proved [to 
exist]: such is the meaning. 1 

b. Of these [viz., Nature and Soul,] the argument from 
analogy for [the existence of] Nature is as follows : the 
Great Principle [viz.. Understanding (see § 61. <?.)] is 
formed out of the things [called] Pleasure, Pain, and 
Delusion, [to the aggregate of which three in equipoise 
(see § 61) the name of Nature is given] ; because, whilst it 
is [undeniably,] a production, it has the characters of Plea- 
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a bracelet, or the like, 
formed of gold, or the like, 2 [has the characteristic pro- 

crf^rTcft^TSEre^ro: 
fh^rfrT w sremf^R- 

sfcT 

fnfVfera: ii 

fr r 
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perties of the gold, or the like, and is thereby known to 
have been formed out of gold, or the like], 

c. But, [as regards the argument from analogy, in proof 
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66, 
to the following effect]: Nature is for the sake of another ; 
because it is something that acts as a combination ; as a 
house, for instance, [which is a combination of various 
parts combined for the benefit of the tenant]. In this 
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &c., the 
fact established on sense-perception, that they exist for the 
sake of [organized] bodies, for example, something of a 
different kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nature, viz.], Soul, 
is inferred [by analogy,] as something other than Nature, 
&c., [which, as being a compound thing, is not designed 
for itself] : such is the meaning. 1 

d . But then [some one may say], since Nature is eternal, 
and exertion is habitual to her, [and the result of her 
action is the bondage of the Soul], there should constantly 
be experience [whether of pleasure or of pain], and, hence, 
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he 
replies : 2 

HTU: II Sog || 
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Aph . 104. Experience [whether of 

When it is that ex - . n , 

perience ceases. pain or pleasure,] ends with [the dis- 

cernment of] Thought, [or Soul, as 
contradistinguished from Nature]. 

a . By ‘ Thought ’ [we mean] Soul. Experience [whether 
of pain or pleasure,] ceases, on the discerning thereof. As 
‘ antecedent non-existence,’ though devoid of a beginning, 
[see Tarka-sangraha , § 92], surceases [when the thing 
antecedently non-existent begins to be], so, eternal Nature 
[eternal, as regards the absence of any beginning,] con- 
tinues [no further than] till the discernment of the diffe- 
rence [between Nature and Soul] ; so that experience 
whether of pain or pleasure,] does not at all times occur : 
such is the state of the case. 1 

b. [But some one say], if Nature be agent, and Soul 
experiencer, then it must follow [which seems unreason- 
able,] that another is the experiencer of [the results of] 
the acts done by one different. To this he replies : 2 


TS#TO«TBTS5rRT3Tff II W II 


The fruit of the action 
is not ahcays the ayent's. 


Aph . 105. The experience of the 
fruit may belong even to another than 
the agent ; as in the case of food, &c. 
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a . As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c., 
and to one who was not the agent, viz., the master, to 
enjoy the fruit [thereof, i. e., the fruit of the cook’s actions], 
so is the case here, also. 1 

b. Having stated an exoteric principle [which may serve, 
in practice, to silence, by the argumentum ad hominem , him 
on whose principles it may be valid] , he [next] declares 
his own doctrine, 2 [in regard to the doubt started under 
§ 104. 6.] : 

3kT: iMiqJin: ii <|of, II 

Apli. 106. Or, [to give a better ae- 
ro suppose that Soul count of the matter than that given in 

ads and eocperiences is c ^ ~ n . _ . ° . 

an error . 105J, since it is irom non-discnmma- 

tion that it is derived, the notion that 
the agent [soul being mistaken for an agent,] has the fruit 
[of the act is a wrong notion]. 

a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient ; but, from 
the fact that the Great Principle [the actual agent (see 
§ 97. 6.)] is reflected in it, there arises the conceit of its 
being an agent. f Or, since it is from non-discrimination 
that is to say, because it is from the failure to discriminate 
between Nature and Soul, that this takes place, i.e., that 
conceit takes place, that it is the agent that experiences 
the fruit ; 3 [whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being 
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasure]. 
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b. The opposite of this [wrong view, referred to in § 106,] 
he states [as follows] 

^ cT^rn^TR II <10$ II 


Soul is really neither 
agent nor eocperiencer. 


Aph. 107. And, when the truth is 
told, there is [seen to be] neither [agency, 
in Soul, nor experience]. 


а. ‘When the truth is told* [and discerned], i.e., when, 
by means of evidence, Nature and Soul are perceived [in 
their entire distinctness, one from the other], ‘ there is 
neither/ i.e., neither the condition [as regards soul,] of an 
agent nor that of a patient. 2 

б. Having discussed [the topic of] evidence, he [now] 
states the distribution of the subject-matter of evidence : 3 
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. r , . Aph. 108. [A thin# may be! an ob- 

under certain circum - ject [perceptiblej, and also [at another 
unlrtaZr' not an object, through there 

being, in consequence of great distance, 
&c., a want of [conjunction of the sense with the thing], 
or [on the other hand,] an appliance of the sense [to the 
thing] . 

a. An object [is a perceived object], through the 
proximity, or conjunction, of the sense [with the object]. 
[A thing may be] not an object [perceived], through the 
want* of the sense, i. e., through the want of conjunction 
[between the sense and what would otherwise be its object]. 
And [this] want of conjunction [may result] from the 
junction’s being prevented by great distance, &C . 1 

b. [To explain the ‘ &c./ and to ex- 
What may prevent e m plify the causes that may prevent 
the conjunction, required in order to 
perception, between the thing and the sense, we may 
remark, that] it is in consequence of great distance, that 
a bird [flying very high up] in the sky is not perceived ; 
[then again,] in consequence of extreme proximity, the 
collyrium located in the eye [is not perceived by the eye 
itself] ; a thing placed in [the inside of, or on the opposite 
side of,] a wall [is not perceived], in consequence of the 
obstruction ; from distraction of mind, the unhappy, or 
other [agitated person], does not perceive the thing that is 
at his side [or under his very nose] ; through its subtilty. 
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an atom [is not perceived] ; nor is a very small sound, 
when overpowered by the sound of a drum ; and so on. 1 

c . IIow [or, for which of the possible reasons just 
enumerated,] comes the imperceptibleness of Nature ? In 
regard to this, he declares : 2 

11 w u 

Aph. 1 09. Her imperceptibleness 

The buhtilty of Nature. . 0 rl 

y arises irom [her] subtilty. 

a. f Her/ i. e., Nature’s , imperceptibleness is from 
subtilty. By subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult 
to investigate ; not [as a Naiyayika might, perhaps, here 
prefer understanding the term,] the consisting of atoms ; 
for Nature is [not atomic, in the opinion of the Sankhyas, 
but] all-pervasive. 4 


1 ^rfh^nf^qfrT q^t ^Tq^r*m i ^fh- 
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b. How, then, [it may be asked,] is [the existence of] 
Nature determined ? To this he replies 


ssnMNnnjnrara: « w « 


Nature inferred from 
the exigence of produc- 
tion!}. 


Aph. 110. [Nature exists;] because 
her existence is gathered from the 
beholding of productions. 


a. As the knowledge of [there being such things as] 
atoms comes from the beholding of jars, &c., [which are ag- 
glomerations], so the knowledge of Nature comes from the 
beholding of products which have the three Qualities ; 2 
[(see § 62. a.) and the existence of which implies a 
cause, to which the name of Nature is given, in which 
these constituents exist from eternity]. 

b. Some [the Vedantis,] say that the world has Brahma as 
its cause; others [the Naiyayikas], that it has atoms as its 
cause ; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sankhya 
doctrine], that it has Nature as its cause. So he sets forth 
a doubt [which might naturally found itself] thereon : 3 
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Aph . 111. If [you throw out the 

A doubt thrown on the j i_ j r • xi. • . * 

existence of. Nature , /;y UOUbt it JjVlZ.j 10.6 6XlstGIlC6 01 

'sentientl' adtchon ^ du ~ Nature,] is not established, because of 

the contradiction of asserters [of other 
views, then you will find an answer in the next aphorism]. 

a. 'Because of the contradiction of asserters [of the 
Vedanta or Nyaya], it is not established/ i. e., Nature [as 
asserted by the Sankhyas,] is not established. 1 

b. But then, [to set forth the objection of these counter- 
asserters], if a product existed antecedently to its produc- 
tion [as that product], then an eternal Nature [such as you 
Sankhyas contend for,] would be proved to exist as the 
[necessary] substratum thereof; since you will declare 
that a cause is inferred only as the [invariable] accom- 
panier of an effect ; but it is denied, by us asserters [of the 
Vedanta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently to 
its production ; well,] if [this doubt be thrown out] : such 
is the meaning 2 [of the aphorism]. 

c. He states [his] doctrine [on this point] : 3 
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Apli. 112. Still, since 1 each [doctrine] 
is established in the opinion of each, 
a [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive] . 


Mutual denials settle 
nothing . 


a. If one side were disproved merely by the dissent of 
the opponent, then [look you,] there is dissent against the 
other side, too : so how could it be established ? If the 
one side is established by there being inevitably attendant 
the recognition of the constant accompanier, on the re- 
cognition of that which is constantly accompanied [by it] , 
it is the same with my [side], also : therefore [my] infe- 
rence from effect [to cause] is not to be denied 2 [in this 
peremptory fashion]. 


b. Well, then, [the opponent may say], let [the infe- 
rence of] cause from effect be granted ; how is it that this 
[cause] is Nature, and nothing else, [such as Atoms, for 
instance] ? To this he replies : 3 


1 I have corrected the translator’s ‘ But, since thus,’ which 
rendered the unwarranted reading rT’^TT rT, now replaced by 

rrerfu , the correlative of ■%rT at the end of the preceding 
Aphorism. Ed. 
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II II 

mr , Aph. 113. Because [if we were to 

Nature the only hypo - . n i , , , T , 

thesis consent with infer any other cause than JNature,J we 

what appears. should have a contradiction to the 

threefold [aspect which things really exhibit]. 

a. Quality is threefold [see § 61. a.], viz.. Goodness, 
Passion, and Darkness : there would be a contradiction to 
these : such is the meaning. 2 

b. The drift here is as follows : If the character of 
cause [of all things around us] belonged to Atoms, or the 
like, then there would be a contradiction to the fact of 
being an aggregate of pleasure, pain, and delusion, which 
is recognizable in the world ; 3 [because nothing, we hold, 
can exist in the effect, which did not exist in the cause 
and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of Atoms]. 

c. He now repels the doubt as to whether the produc- 
tion of an effect is that of what existed [antecedently], or 
of what did not exist: 1 


1 Vedanti Mahadeva ends this Aphorism with the word "rf ; and 
bo does Vijnana, according to some MSS. jE 'd. 
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ii <m ii 


What never existed 
will never exist 


Aph. 114. The production of what is 
no entity, as a man’s horn, does not 
take place. 


a. Of that which, like the horn of a man, is not an en- 
tity, even the production is impossible : such is the mean- 
ing. And so the import is, that that effect alone which 
[antecedently] exists is [at any time] produced. 1 


b. He states an argument why an effect must be some 
[previously existent] entity : 2 


H W II 

Aph. 115. Because of the rule, that 
ofhofhing UCt cannot there must be some material [of which 
the product may consist], 

a. And only when both are extant is there, from the 
presence of the cause, the presence of the effect. Other- 
wise, everywhere and always, every [effect] might be 
produced ; [the presence of the cause being, on the suppo- 
sition, superfluous]. This he insists upon [as follows]:® 
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wtremni » ssS n 

Aph. 116. Because everything is not 
Else, anything might possible everywhere and always, fwhich 

occur at any time, any - * _ J L 

where. miglit be the case, if materials could be 

dispensed with]. 

a. That is to say : because, in the world, we see that 
everything is not possible, i. e., that everything is not 
produced ; ‘ everywhere/ i. e., in every place ; ‘ always/ 
i. e., at all times. 1 

b. For the following reason, also, he declares, there 
is no production of what existed not 2 [antecedently]: 

II W II 

Effects preexist, po- Apli. 117. Because it is that which is 
tenttally, m their causes, competent [to the making of anything] 

that makes what is possible, [as a product of it]. 

a. Because the being the material [of any future pro- 
duct] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, potentially , 
i. e., of] having the competency to be the product ; and 
[this] competency is nothing else than the product’s 
condition as that of what has not yet come to pass : there- 
fore, since ‘ that which is competent,’ viz., the cause, 
makes the product which is ‘ possible ’ [to be made out of 
it], it is not of any nonentity that the production takes 
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place, [but of an entity, whose esse, antecedently, was 
possibility ] : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He states another argument : 2 

11 ssb n 


Aph. 118. And because it [the pro- 
duct >] is [nothing else than] the cause, 
[in the shape of the product] . 

a. It is declared, in Scripture, that, previously to pro- 
duction, moreover, there is no difference between the 
cause and its effect ; and, since it is thereby settled that a 
product is an entity, production is not of what [previously] 
existed not: such is the meaning. 3 

b. He ponders a doubt : 4 

rf hr n u 

N 


Aph. 119. If [it be alleged that] 
there is no possibility of that's becom- 
ing which already is, [then the answer 
will be found in the next aphorism]. 


A doulit whether that 
which is can be said to 
become. 
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a. That is to say : but then, if it be thus [that every 
effect exists antecedently to its production], since the 
effect [every effect,] must be eternal [without beginning], 
there is no possibility of [or room for] the adjunction of 
becoming, the adjunction of arising, in the case of a product 
which is [already, by hypothesis,] in the shape of an 
entity ; because the employment of [the term] ‘ arising * 
[or the fact of being produced] has reference solely to 
what did not exist [previously] ; if this be urged : such is 
the meaning. 1 

b. He declares the doctrine [in regard to this point] : 2 

II W II 

Aph. 120. No ; [do not argue that 
Production is only w hat is cannot become ; for] the em- 

manifestation ; and so of J r ~ 

the opposite. ployment and the non-employment [oi 

the term ‘ production. '] are occasioned 
by the manifestation [and the non-manifestation of what 
is spoken of as produced, or not]. 

a. 'No;* the view stated [in § 119] is not the right one : 
such is the meaning. 3 

b. As the whiteness of white cloth [which has become] 
dirty is brought manifestly out by means of washing, &c., 
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so, by the operation of the potter, is the pot brought into 
manifestness ; [whereas], on the blow of a mallet, it becomes 
hidden , 1 [and no longer appears as a pot\. 

c. And manifestation [is no fiction of ours ; for it] is 
seen ; for example, that of oil, from sesamum-seeds, by 
pressure ; of milk, from the cow, by milking ; of the statue, 
which resided in the midst of the stone, by the operation of 
the sculptor ; of husked rice, from rice in the husk, by 
threshing ; &c . 2 

d. Therefore, the employment and the non-employment 
of the [term] ‘ the production of an effect ’ are dependent on 
manifestation, dependent on the manifestation of the effect : 
that is to say, the employment of [the term] ‘ production ’ 
is in consequence of the manifestation [of what is spoken 
of as produced] ; and the non- employment of [the term] 
1 production ’ is in consequence of there being no manifes- 
tation [of that which is, therefore, not spoken of as pro- 
duced] ; but [the employment of the term c production ’ is] 
not in consequence of that’s becoming an entity which was 
not an entity . 3 
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e. But if [the employment of the term] ‘ production ’ is 
occasioned by [the fact of] manifestation, by what is occa- 
sioned [the employment of the term] destruction ? 1 To this 
he replies : 2 


STTO: II W II 

Jph. 121. Destruction [of anything] 

What is meant by de- is the resolution [of the thing spoken 
struction. _ \ o i 

of as destroyed,] into the cause [from 
which it was produced]. 

a. The resolution, by the blow of a mallet, of a jar into 
its cause [i.e., into the particles of clay which constituted 
the jar], to this are due both [the employment of] the term 
* destruction/ and the kind of action [or behaviour] be- 
longing to anything 3 [which is termed its destruction]. 4 


5Trw?r: wsrstS: ii 

1 i If production is occasioned by manifestation, by what is de- 
struction occasioned?’ Aniruddha, here quoted, has, in my MSS. : 

. Ed. 

^ II 

3 ^^TrfH^TcTTl^f WK cT%- 

\J) 

5TT5T II 

4 ( From the blow of a mallet [results] the resolution of a jar into 
its material cause: by this the destruction [of it] is occasioned. Such is the 
meaning of the word [ ndsa ], and [such is] the particular action [which] 
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b . [But some one may say], if there were [only] a reso- 
lution [of a product into that from which it arose] , a re- 
surrection [or iraXi^eveaia] of it might be seen ; and this 
is not seen : well [we reply], it is not seen by blockheads ; 
but it is seen by those who can discriminate. For ex- 
ample, when thread is destroyed, it is changed into the 
shape of earth [as when burned to ashes] ; and the earth 
is changed into the shape of a cotton-tree ; and this [suc- 
cessively] changes into the shape of flower, fruit, and thread 
[spun again from the fruit ol the cotton-plant]. So is it 
with all entities. 1 

c. Pray [some one may ask], is [this] manifestation [that 
you speak of under § 120] something real, or something 
not real? If it be something real [and which, therefore, 
never anywhere ceases to be], then [all] effects [during 
this constant manifestation] ought constantly to be 'per- 
ceived ; and, if it be not real, then there would be the 
absence of [all] products, [in the absence of all manifes- 
tation. Manifestation, therefore, must be something real; 
and] there must be [in order to give rise to it,] another 
manifestation of it, and of this another ; [seeing that a mani- 
festation can be the result of nothing else than a manifes- 


it expresses. 1 This is from Aniruddha, who, in the MSS. to which 1 
have access, has no * 1 ^ before Ed. 
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tation, on the principle that an effect consists of neither 
more nor less than its cause] ; and thus we have a regressus 
in infinitum . To this he replies / 

2 II W II 

How manifestation A P h - | 22 - Because they seek each 
may occur without being other reciprocally , 3 as is the case with 

seed and plant, [manifestation may 
generate manifestation, from eternity to eternity]. 

a . Be it so, that there are thousands of manifestations ; 
still there is no fault ; for there is no starting-point ; as is 
the case with seed and plant , 4 [which people may suppose 
to have served, from eternity, as sources, one to another, 
reciprocally]. 


SBRTtfjrfai: ^TcT I 

^rr? n 

2 _ 

5RPWTRT , the reading here given, is that of Ani- 

ruddha and Ved&nti Mahadeva. Vijnana has 3RTOSIT. Ed. 

3 Translating the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, 
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection anveshana, inconsiderately ren- 
dered : ‘You are to understand, that, successively/ instead of ‘There 
is a continual following of one after the other/ Vijnana explain* 
anveshand by anudhdvana ; and Vedanti Mahadeva has, in defini- 
tion of it, the synonymous anusaraiia. Ed. 
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b. He states another argument 

ii h 

The objections to the A P L 123< 0r > [ at a11 events, OUr 

theory of manifestation theory of ‘manifestation’ is as] blame- 

retorted, * -* 

less as [your theory of] ‘production.’ 

a. Pray [let us ask], is production produced, or is it not ? 
If it is produced, then of this [production of production] 
there must be production ; so that there is a regressus in 
infinitum , [such as you allege against our theory, under 
§ 121. <?.]. If it be not produced, then, pray, is this 
because it is unreal , or because it is eternal ? If because it 
is unreal, then production never is at all ; so that it would 
never be perceived, [as you allege that it is]. Again, if 
[production is not something produced,] because it is eternal , 
then there would be at, all times, the production of [all 
possible] effects, [which you will scarcely pretend is the 
case]. Again, if you say, since * production ' itself consists 
of production, what need of supposing an ulterior produc- 
tion [of production] ? then, in like manner, [/ ask,] since 
‘ manifestation ’ itself consists of manifestation, what need 
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation] ? 
The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ; 2 [and 
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thus every objection stated or hinted under § 121. c., is 
capable of being retorted] . 

b. He [now] states the community of properties [that 
exists] among the products of Nature, mutually : l 

fsnjw n ii 

The characters com • Aph. 124. [A product of Nature is] 

mon to all products. caused, uneternal, not all-pervading, 

mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent. 

a. ‘ Caused/ i.e., having a cause. ‘ Uneternal,’ i.e., de- 
structible. ‘Not all-pervading/ i.e., not present every- 
where. ‘Mutable/ i.e., distinguished by the acts of leaving 
[one form], and assuming [another form], &e. It [the 
soul,] leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes 
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as is 
notorious], ‘Multitudinous/ i.e., in consequence of the 
distinction of souls ; [every man, e.g., having a separate 
body]. ‘ Dependent/ [i.e.,] on its cause. ‘ Mergent/ that 
is to say, it [i.e., every product, in due time,] is resolved 
into that from which it originated. 3 


2 Aniruddha omits Ed. 
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b. [But, some one may say], if realities be the twenty- 
five [which the Sankhyas enumerate (see § 61), and no 
more], pray, are such common operations as knowing, en- 
joying, &c., absolutely nothing ; you accordingly giving up 
what you see , [in order to save an hypothesis with which 
what you see is irreconcilable] ? To this he replies i 1 

ii n 

Aph. 125. There is the establish- 
The qualities gf the ment of these [twenty-four ‘Qualities’ 

Ny&ya are implied in , , • , * . , , 

the term Nature. ot the JSyaya , which you iancy that we 

do not recognize, because we do not 
explicitly enumerate them], either by reason that these 
ordinary qualities [as contradistinguished from the three 
Qualities of the Sankhya], &c., are, in reality, nothing 
different ; or [to put it in another point of view,] because 
they are hinted by [the term] Nature, [in which, like our 
own three Qualities, they are implied]. 
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a. Either from their being nothing different from the 
twenty-four principles, * in reality,’ truly, quite evidently, 
— since the character of these [twenty-four] fits the ordi- 
nary qualities, &c., [which you fancy are neglected in our 
enumeration of things,] — ‘ there is the establishment of 
these,’ i.e., there is their establishment [as realities,] 
through their being implied just in those 1 [twenty-four 
principles which are explicitly specified in the Sankliya]. 

b. The word ‘ or ’ shows that there is another alternative 
[reply, in the aphorism, to the objection in question]. ‘Or 
because they are hinted by [the term] Nature;’ that is to 
say, the qualities, &c. [such as Knowledge], are established 
[as realities], just because they are hinted by [the term] 
Nature, by reason that [these] qualities are, mediately, 
products of Nature ; for there is no difference between pro- 
duct and cause. But the omission to mention them [ex- 
plicitly] is not by reason of their not being at all . 2 

c. lie [next] mentions the points in which Nature and 
[her] products agree 





: ii 


* wrcre: Jjyvfu i nuiwaru*- 

TTKi uvtrt sura- 

wsfqfonfo m s if <Pufs : i 



148 


THE sANKHVA APHORISMS. 


^T! II II 


. Aph. 126. Of both [Nature and her 

The characters com- 1 L 

m<m to Nature and her products] the fact that they consist of 

products. the three Qualities [§ 61. a.\ and that 

they are irrational, &c., [is the common property]* 


a . Consisting of the three qualities, and being irrational, 
[such in the meaning of the compound term with which 
the aphorism commences]. By the expression ‘ &c. 9 is 
meant [their] being intended for another , [see § 66], ‘ Of 

both/ i.e., of the cause [viz., Nature], and of the effects 
[viz., all natural products]. Such is the meaning. 1 

h . He [next] states the mutual differences of character 
among the three Qualities which [see § 61] are the [consti- 
tuent] parts of Nature : 2 


wN ii ii 

Aph. 127. The Qualities [§ 62] differ 
qJalities k d>ffer he * n character, mutually, by pleasantness, 

unpleasantness, lassitude, &c., [in which 
forms, severally, the Qualities present themselves]. 

a. ‘ Pleasantness,’ i. e., Pleasure. By the expression 
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‘ &c.’ ismeant Goodness (sattwa), which is light, [i. e., not 
heavy,] and illuminating. ‘ Unpleasantness/ i. e., Pain. 
By the expression ‘ &c/ [in reference to this,] is meant 
Passion (rajas), which is urgent and restless. ‘ Lassitude/ 
i. e., stupefaction. By the expression ‘ &c/ is meant 
Darkness ( tamas ), which is heavy and enveloping. It is 
by these habits that the Qualities, viz., Goodness, Passion, 
and Darkness, differ : such is the remainder, 1 [required to 
complete the aphorism]. 

b . At the time of telling their differences, he tells in 
what respects they agree : 2 

nw- 

*TTH 3 II II 


In what respects the 
Qualities agree , as well 
as differ . 


Aph. 128. Through Lightness and 
other habits the Qualities mutually 
agree and differ. 


a. The meaning is as follows : the enunciation [in the 


1 iftfu: w-m i iranrai 
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3 So reads Aniruddha only. Yijnana, Nagesa, and V^ianti 

Mahadeva have : ^sn- 
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shape of the term laghu, ‘ light/ is not one intended to call 
attention to the concrete, viz., what things are light, hut] 
is one where the abstract [the nature of light things, viz., 

‘ lightness * ( laghutwa )] is the prominent thing. * Through 
Lightness and other habits,’ i. e., through the characters 
of Lightness, Restlessness, and Heaviness, the Qualities 
differ. Their agreement is through what is hinted by the 
expression ‘ and other/ And this consists in their mu- 
tually predominating [one over another, from time to 
time], producing one another, consorting together, and 
being reciprocally present, [one in another], for the sake 
of Soul. 1 

b. By [the expressions, in § 124,] f caused/ &e., it is 
declared that the * Great one ’ [or Mind], &c., are products. 
He states the proof of this : 2 . 

11 w n 

Aph. 129. Since they are other than 
qfZre P rodlcts Mmd both [Soul and Nature, the only two 
uncaused entities], Mind and the rest 
are products ; as is the case with a jar, or the like. 

a. That is to say : like a jar, or the like, Mind and the 
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rest are products ; because they are something other than 
the two which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul. 1 

b. He states another reason : 1 

TTfomSTtT II S30 II 

Aph. 130. Because of [their] measure, 

A second proof. r , . 1 n 

[which is a limited onej. 

a. That is to say : [Mind and the rest are products] ; be- 
cause they are limited in measure; 3 [whereas the only two 
that are uncaused, viz., Nature and Soul, are unlimited]. 

b. He states another argument: 4 

W^TcT II ^ II 

Aph. 131. Because they conform [to 
A tMrdproof Nature]. 

a. [Mind and the rest are products] ; because they well 
[follow and] correspond with Nature; i. e., because the 
Qualities of Nature [§ Gl] are seen in all things : 6 [and it 
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is a maxim, that what is in the effect was derived from 
the cause and implies the cause. 

b. He states the same thing, 1 [in the next aphorism] : 

sjfwcrafh n w ii 


A fourth proof. 


Aph. 132. And, finally, because it is 
through the power [of the cause alone. 


that the product can do aught]. 


a. It is by the power of its cause, that a product ener- 
gizes, [as a chain restrains an elephant, only by the force 
of the iron which it is made of] ; so that Mind and the rest, 
being [except through the strength of Nature,] powerless, 
produce their products in subservience to Nature. Other- 
wise, since it is their habit to energize, they would at all 
times produce their products, 2 [which it will not be alleged 
that they do]. 


b. And the word iti, in this place, is intended to notify 
the completion of the set of [positive] reasons 8 [why Mind 
and the others should be regarded as products]. 


c. He [next] states [in support of the same assertion,] 
the argument from negatives, 4 [i.e., the argument drawn 
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from the consideration as to what becomes of Mind and 
the others, when they are not products] : 

P^T «(T II ^ II 

C ^ 

Aph. 133. On the quitting thereof 
proof to |- quitting tte condition of product], 
there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or 
other of which the product must needs have resolved 
itself]. 

a. Product and non-product ; such is the pair of alter- 
natives. ‘On the quitting thereof;’ i. e., when Mind and 
the rest quit the condition of product, Mind and the rest 
[of necessity] enter into Nature, or Soul ; 1 [these two alone 
being non-products]. 

b. [But perhaps some one may say, that] Mind and the 
rest may exist quite independently of the pair of alterna- 
tives [just mentioned]. In regard to this, he declares 
[as follows] : 2 

<|«5rUH 3 II II 
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Mind and the rest Aph. 134. If they were other than 

^UhiTroducfno^non- tbese tW0 > th *Y WOuld be V ° id 5 C 8eein g 
product. that there is nothing self-existent, 

besides Soul and Nature] . 

a. If Mind and the rest were ' other than these two/ 
i. e., than product or non-product [§ 133], they would be 
in the shape of what is 'void/ i. e., in the shape of 
nonentity. 1 

b. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be 
under the character of a product , that Mind and the rest 
are a sign of [there being such a principle as] Nature ? 
They may be [more properly said to be] a sign, merely in 
virtue of their not occurring apart from it. To this he 
replies : 2 

11 II 

Apli. 135. The cause is inferred from 
JTf wATfZ the effect, [in the case of Nature and 
their effects. her products] ; because it accompa- 

nies it. 

a. That [other relation, other than that of material and 
product, which you would make out to exist between 
Nature and Mind,] exists, indeed, where the nature [or 
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essence] of the cause is not seen in the effect ; as [is the 
case with] the inference, from the rising of the moon, that 
the sea is swollen [into full tide ; rising, with maternal 
affection, towards her son who was produced from her 
bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the 
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not occur 
apart from the rising of the moon, yet here the cause, 
moon-rise, is not seen in the effect, tide ; and, consequently, 
though we infer the effect from the cause, the cause could 
not have been inferred from the effect]. But, in the 
present case, since we see, in Mind and the rest, the cha- 
racters of Nature, the cause is inferred from the effect. 
‘ Because it accompanies it/ i. e., because, in Mind and 
the rest, we see the properties of Nature , 1 [i. e., Nature 
herself actually present ; as we see the clay which is the 
cause of ajar, actually present in the jar]. 

b. [But it may still be objected,] if it be thus, then let 
that principle itself, the ‘ Great one ’ [or Mind], be the 
cause of the world : what need of Nature ? To this he 
replies : 2 
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Aph. 136. The indiscrete, [Nature, 

an antecedent mu>t mu8 t be inferred] from its [discrete and 
resolvable] effect, [Mind], in which are 
the three Qualities, [which constitute Nature]. 

a. * It is resolved / such is the import of [the term] 
linga, [here rendered] ‘ effect/ From that [resolvable 
effect] , viz., the ‘ Great principle 5 [or Mind], in which are 
the three Qualities, Nature must be inferred. And that 
the ‘ Great principle/ in the shape of ascertainment [or 
distinct intellection], is discrete [or limited] and perish- 
able, is established by direct observation. Therefore [i. e., 
since Mind, being perishable, must be resolvable into 
something else,] we infer that into which it is resolvable, 1 
[in other words, its ‘ cause/ here analogously termed lin- 
gin , since c effect 3 has been termed linga]. 

b. But then, [some one may say], still something quite 
different may be the cause [of all things] : what need of 
[this] Nature [of yours]? In regard to this, he remarks [as 
follows] : 2 

ll II 
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Aph. 137. There is no denying 
that it [Nature,] is; because of its 
effects, [which will be in vain attri- 
buted to any other source]. 


Why Nature, and no- 
thing else , must be the 
root of all. 


a . Is the cause of this [world] a product, or not a pro- 
duct ? If it were a product, then, the same being [with 
equal propriety to be assumed to be] the case with its 
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum . If effects be 
from any root [to which there is nothing antecedent], 
then this is that [to which we give the name of Nature], 
c Because of its effects/ that is to say, because of the effects 
of Nature. There is no denyiug ‘ that it is,’ i. e., that 
Nature is. 1 


b . Be it so, [let us grant,] that Nature is; yet [the oppo- 
nent may contend,] Soul positively cannot be ; for [if the 
existence of causes is to be inferred from their products, 
Soul cannot be thus demonstrated to exist, seeing that] 
it has no products. In regard to this, he remarks [as 
follows] : 2 
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, . , Aph. 138. [The relation of cause 

It ts not from any L 

effect that Soul is in- and effect isj not [alleged as] the means 
f erred - of establishing [the existence of Soul] ; 

because, as is the case with [the disputed term] ‘ merit/ 
there is no dispute about there being such a kind of 
thing ; [though what kind of thing is matter of dispute]. 

a. There is no dispute about ‘there being such a kind of 
thing/ i.e., as to there being Soul, simply ; [since every- 
body who does not talk stark nonsense must admit a Soul, 
or self, of some kind] ; for the dispute is [not as to its 
being, but] as to its peculiarity [of being], as [whether it 
be] multitudinous, or sole, all-pervading, or not all-per- 
vading, and so forth ; just as, in every [philosophical 
system, or] theory, there is no dispute as to [there being 
something to which may be applied the term] ‘ merit ’ 
(dharma) ; for the difference of opinion has regard to the 
particular kind of [thing, — such as sacrifices, according 
to the Mimansa creed, or good works, according to the 
Nyaya, — which shall be held to involve] ‘merit/ 1 

b. ‘Not the means of establishing’ that [viz., the exis- 
tence of soul] ; i. e., the relation of cause and effect is 
not the means of establishing it. This intends, ‘ I will 
mention another means of establishing it.’ 2 
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b. [But some one may say,] Souls are nothing else than 
the body, and its organs, &c. : what need of imagining 
anything else ? To this he replies 

ijrth ii w ii 


Materialism scouted. 


Aph. 139. Soul is something else 
than the body, &c. 


a. [The meaning of the aphorism is] plain.® 


b. He propounds an argument in support of this : 3 


ii stfo n 

Aph. 140. Because that which is 
The discerptibie is combined [and is, therefore, discerp- 

suhservient to the indis - . n . Jr , a , 

cerptibie . tible,J is ior the sake oi some other, 

\not discerptibie]. 

a . That which is discerptibie is intended for something 
else that is indiscerptible. If it were intended for some- 
thing else that is discerptibie, there would be a regressus 
in infinitum . 4 

b . And combinedness [involving (see § 67) discerptibie- 
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ness,] consists in the Qualities’ making some product by 
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other- 
wise,] combinedness is the state of the soft and the hard, 
[which distinguishes matter from spirit]. And this exists 
occultly in Nature, as well as the rest; because, other- 
wise, discerptibleness would not prove discoverable in the 
products thereof, viz., the ‘Great one/ &c. 1 

c. He elucidates this same point : 2 



II ssft II 


Ajj/i. 141. [And Soul is something 

Soul presents no else than the body, &c.] ; because there 

tnitmtion of being ma- j s £j n Soul,] the reverse of the three 

Qualities, &c. 

a. Because there is, in Soul, ‘ the reverse of the three 
Qualities/ &c., i. e., because they are not seen [in it]. By 
the expression ‘ etc.’ is meant, because the other characters 
of Nature, also, are not seen® [in Soul]. 

b. He states another argument : 4 
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srftmBTifa u « 

Aph. 142. And [Soul is not ma- 

Another proof that ± i i n x 

Soul is not material terial because of [itsj superinten- 
dence [over Nature]. 

a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being; and 
Nature is unintelligent : such is the meaning. 1 

I . He states another argument : 2 

II stf? II 

v \ 

Aph. 143. [And Soul is not ma- 
Another proof. terial ;] because of [its] being the ex- 

periencer. 

a. It is Nature that is experienced ; the experiencer is 
Soul. Although Soul, from its being unchangeably the 
same, is not [really] an experiencer, still the assertion 
[in the aphorism,] is made, because of the fact that the 
reflexion of the Intellect befalls it, 8 [and thus makes it 
seem as if it experienced (see § 58. a.)]. 

b. Efforts are engaged in for the sake of Liberation. 
Pray, is this [for the benefit] of the Soul, or of Nature ; 
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[since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it seems, the ex- 
periencer] ? To this he replies : 1 

Tret: 2 ll ll 

& 

Aph. 144. [It is for Soul, and not 

„ asttissr for »«*"». a the eiertion8 ,re 

with a view to isolation [from all 
qualities ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but 
Nature is not]. 

a. The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it 
[so as to leave it in the state of absolute, solitary isolation 
contemplated] ; because the three Qualities are its very 
essence, [the departure of which from it would leave no- 
thing behind], and because it would thus prove to be not 
eternal, [whereas, in reality, it is eternal]. The isolation 
( kaivalya ) of that alone is possible of which the qualities 
are reflexion al, [and not constitutive (see § 58. a.)] ; and 
that is Soul. 1 

I . Of what nature is this [Soul] ? To this he replies : 4 


1 msrro iref%: i m fwrere: ire^re- 

*re u 

2 This lection is that of Aniruddha alone. Vijnana, Nagesa, and 
Ved anti Mahadeva end the Aphorism with tJ, necessitating ‘and 
because/ &c. Ed . 
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11 11 

ApL 145. Since light does not per- 
fhr nature of the Soul. ^ a j n ^he unintelligent, light, [which 

must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the 
Soul, which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is 
manifest]. 

a . It is a settled point, that the unintelligent is not 
light ; [it is not self-manifesting]. If Soul, also, were 
unintelligent [as the Naiyayikas hold it to be, in sub- 
stance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its 
essence or substratum, but as one of its qualities], then 
there would need to be another light for it ; and, as 
the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, essentially, of 
light. 1 

b. And there is Scripture [in support of this view ; for 
example, the two following texts from the Brihaddranyaka 
Upanishad 2 ] : ‘Wherewith shall one distinguish that 
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world] ? , ‘ Where- 
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer ? 9 a 

c. [But the Naiyayika may urge,] let Soul be unintelli- 
gent [in its substance], but have Intelligence as its 

1 R UWTcT ffTSR I 

W6WR Rfacfa* WTR^T- 

2 II., 4, 14; or Satapcitha-brahmana, x iv., 5,4,16. The two 
sentences quoted are continuous. Ed. 

’ ’Slffra fastRlfa rf fw- 
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attribute. Thereby it manifests all things ; but it is not, 
essentially, Intelligence. To this he replies : 1 


II II 

Aph. 146. It [Soul,] has not Intel- 
Soul has no quality. ligence as its attribute; because it is 
without quality. 

a . If soul were associated with attributes, it would be 
[as we hold everything to be, that is associated with 
at tributes,] liable to alteration; and, therefore, there would 
be no Liberation ; 2 [its attributes, or susceptibilities, 
always keeping it liable to be affected by something or 
other ; or, the absolutely simple being the only un- 
alterable]. 

b . He declares that there is a contradiction to Scripture 
in this, 8 [i. e., in the view which he is contending against]: 


WIT ^TXWIWfnrq^ITVTcT II WS II 

0 . . , . , Ap/t. 147. There is no denial [to be 

Scripture ts huj/ier . * _ p . . _ , . . . . 

evidence than supposed allowedj oi what is established by 
i " lutHun - Scripture ; because the [supposed] 

evidence of intuition for this [i. e., for the existence of 
qualities in the Soul,] is confuted [by the Scriptural de- 
claration of the contrary]. 


1 I 

rfrT 'SrJTrT II 

C\ 

?frT II 

3 II 
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a. The text, ‘For this Soul is uncompanioned/ 1 &c., 
would be confuted, if there were any annexation of 
qualities 2 [to Soul : and the notion of confuting Scripture 
is not to be entertained for a moment]. 

b. But the literal meaning [of the aphorism] is this, 
that the fact, established by Scripture, of its [i. e., soul’s,] 
being devoid of qualities, &c., cannot be denied ; because 
the Scripture itself confutes the [supposed] intuitive 
perception thereof, i. e., the [supposed] intuitive perception 
of qualities, &c., 3 [in the soul] . 

n cigfc || 

Aph. 148. [If soul were unintelli- 

JdTZ^ZTadil £ cnt >] {t would not be witness [of its 
own comfort,] in profound [and dream- 
less] sleep, &c. 

a . If soul were unintelligent, then, in deep sleep, &c., 
it would not be a witness, a knower. But that this is not 


1 Brihad&ranyaka Upanishad , iv., 3, 1G ; or Satapatha-br&h- 
mana , xiv., 7, 1, 17. Ed. 

3 ^ ^Tf^fcT^PIFr TTT 

■strfacTT RTcT II 

* WIT 

WRJ W^fcT rfrU^I^ wf^TI^R 
II 

4 I Nagesa. ^TRT- 
i Vedanti Mahadeva. Ed. 


166 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


the case [may be inferred] from the phenomenon, that ‘I 
slept pleasantly By the expression ‘ &c.’ [in the aphorism,] 
dreaming is included. 1 

/). The Yedantxs say that ‘ soul is one only'; and so, 
again, ‘For Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeless, void 
of blemish:' ‘Being one [only], it is divided [into a 
seeming multitude] by Nature (salcti), i.e., Illusion (mdya), 
but not through its own essence, [to which there does not 
belong multiplicity] In regard to this, he says [as 
follows] : 2 

II II 

Aph. 149. From the several allot- 

T her? is a multiplicity , f i • ii p lj* t •, r 

oftonU. ment of birth, &c., a multiplicity of 

souls [is to be inferred]. 

a. ‘ Birth, &c/ By the ‘ &c.,’ growth, death, &c., are 
included. ‘ From the several allotment ’ of these, i. e., 
from their being appointed; [birth to one, death to another, 
and so on]. ‘A multiplicity of souls that is to say, souls 


4-y wi snr: 


w msmirorafafa nfH- 

Hirorra i 



4 TOTinfa i nwr ^ l fast: 

irtum tori t tor: u 

WITOIT W I II 


3 Vedanti Mahadeva has, agreeably to some copies of his work, 
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are many. If soul were one only, then, when one is born, 
all must be born, &c.' 

h. He ponders, as a doubt, the opinion of the others,’ 
[viz., of the Yedantis] : 

trt- 

ii w ii 

Aph. 150. [The Yedantis say, that,] 

The view of the Vc- there beiii £? a difference in its invest- 

aanta on this point. „ c 

ments, moreover, multiplicity attaches 
[seemingly,] to the one [Soul] ; as is the case with Space, 
by reason of jars, &c., [which mark out the spaces that they 
occupy], 

a. As Space is one, — [and yet], in consequence of the 
difference of adjuncts, [as] jars, &c., when a jar is destroyed, 
it is [familiarly] said, 'the jar's space is destroyed ' [for 
then there no longer exists a space marked out by the jar ] ;* 
— so, also, on the hypothesis of there being but one Soul, 
since there is a difference of corporeal limitation, on the 
destruction thereof, [i. e., of the limitation occasioned by 
any particular human body], it is merely a way of talking 
[to say], 'The soul has perished.' [This, indeed, is so 
far true, that there is really no perishing of Soul ; but 


I ^TT- 

grm i vWNfwyiwR 

sjrarfafiT II 

3 Vide supra , p. 53, Aph. 51, See. Ed. 
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then it is true,] also on the hypothesis that there are many 
souls. [And it must be true :] otherwise, since Soul is 
eternal, [without beginning or end, as both parties agree], 
how could there be the appointment of birth and death ? 1 

b. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt 2 
[as to the point in question] : 

•JVTfvfikw HR <RTW II SMS II 

\ 

Aph. 151. The investment is differ- 
[according to the Vedanth], but 
not that to which this belongs ; [and 
the absurd consequences of such an opinion will be seen]. 

a. ‘ The investment is different,’ [there are diverse bodies 
of John, Thomas, &c.] ; ‘ that to which this belongs/ i. e. 
that [Soul] to which this investment [of body, in all its 
multiplicity,] belongs, is not different, [but is one only] : 
such is the meaning. And, [now consider], in consequence 
of the destruction of one thing, we are not to speak as if 
there were the destruction of something else ; because this 
[if it were evidence of a thing’s being destroyed,] would 
present itself where it ought not ; 3 [the destruction of De- 


1 TpNiHHIiW! WV V2T- 

jrtjt wvfttfci rnniwrasfa 

WIWW I WTWWmsfa I 'SWWigiWT fatW- 
J HWTUTWWTf II 

3 Vide supra, p. 16, note 3. J Ed. 
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vadatta, e. g., presenting itself, as a fact, when we are con- 
sidering the case of Yajnadatta, who is not, for that rea- 
son, to be assumed to be dead] : and, on the hypothesis 
that Soul is one, the [fact that the Yedanta makes an] im- 
putation of inconsistent conditions is quite evident ; since 
Bondage and Liberation do not [and cannot,] belong 
[simultaneously] to one . But the conjunction and [simul- 
taneous] non-conjunction of the sky [or space] with smoke, 
&c., [of which the Vedanti may seek to avail himself, as an 
illustration,] are not contradictory ; for Conjunction is not 
pervasion [whereas, on the other hand, it would be non- 
sense to speak of Bondage as affecting one portion of a 
monad, and Liberation as affecting another portion ; as a 
monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree, 
without being in conjunction with the stem]. 

b. What may be [proved] by this? To this he 
replies : 3 

trft^T(f*TR*zr ^ ftwwi- 

siw: II SM* ll 

The Sdnkhya is free A P h - 152 - ThuS > [i- e, by taking the 
/tom the charge of a})- Sankhya view,] there is no imputation 

surdity to which the Ve- , . , J , . . . r o l 

ddnta is open. of contradictory conditions to [a ooul 


1 qifawra fawr sw- 

^ anti ip( tpRRt 

^pwT^T>wtci s i (T 

1 siN fti wif<f?T i w ii 
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supposed to be] everywhere present as one [infinitely 
extended monad]. 

a. * Thus/ i. e., [if you regard the matter rightly,] ac- 
cording to the manner here set forth, there is no ‘ imputa- 
tion/ or attribution, ‘ of incompatible conditions/ Bondage, 
Liberation, &c., to a soul c existing everywhere/ through- 
out all, as one, 1 [i. e., as a monad], 

b. [But, the Vedanti may contend,] we see the condition 
of another attributed even to one quite different ; as, e.g.. 
Nature’s character as an agent [is attributed] to Soul, 
which is another [than Nature]. To this he replies : * 

II SM? II 

Aph. 153. Even though there be 
pro"f Utat '° n '* n0t [imputed to Soul] the possession of the 
condition of another, this [i.e., that it 
really possesses such,] is not established by the imputa- 
tion ; because it [Soul,] is one [absolutely simple, unquali- 
fied entity]. 

a. [The notion] that Soul is an agent is a mistake ; be- 
cause, that Soul is not an agent is true, and the imputa- 
tion [of agency to Soul] is not true, and the combination of 
the true and the untrue is not real. Neither birth nor 


1 

trvr si ii 

5f<|ri i II 



BOOK I., APH. 154 . 


171 


death or the like is compatible with Soul ; because it is 
uncompanioned, 1 [i.e., unattended either by qualities or by 

b. [But the Yedantx may say :] and thus there will be 
an opposition to the Scripture. For, according to that, 
‘ Brahma is one without a second :’ 5 ‘ There is nothing here 
diverse ; death after death does he [deluded man,] obtain , 
who here sees, as it were, a multiplicity.’ s To this he 
replies : 4 




II II 


Aph. 154. There is no opposition to 
Scripture, speaking of the Scriptures [declaratory] of the 

Soul as one, is yaking L r j» o n v 

of it genetically. non-duality [ot bouij ; because the 

reference [in such texts,] is to the 
genus , [or to Soul in general]. 


a . But there is no opposition [in our Sankhya view of 
the matter,] to the Scriptures [which speak] of the oneness 
of Soul ; because those [Scriptural texts] refer to the genus . 


1 UWRTTT- 


2 Chhdndogya Upanishad , vi., 1. But the word does not 

occur there. Ed. 

3 Katha TJpanishad, iv.,11. Instead of , however, 

the correct reading is n^rfrr . Ed. 


4 RITrf I <T*TT 
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By genus we mean sameness, the fact of being of the same 
nature : and it is to this alone that the texts about the 
non-duality [of Soul] have reference. It is not the indi- 
visibleness [of Soul, — meaning, by its indivisibleness, the 
impossibility that there should be more souls than one, — 
that is meant in such texts] ; because there is no motive 
[for viewing Soul as thus indivisible] : such is the mean- 
ing. 1 

6. But then, [the Vedanti may rejoin,] Bondage and 
Liberation are just as incompatible in any single soul, on 
the theory of him who asserts that souls are many, [and 
that each is at once bound and free]. To this he replies r 

cTfVU 3 II II 


mRTfu ^ WWN ^fcT I II 

1 ftlTTW lifter cfTRT 

mffTVT^TrT I *nfu: cR- 

^Ttcr^clW cTT^T^TrT I ?nw utTSRT- 

O \ 

*ranf^*h ii 

% I II 


& All the commentators but Aniruddha read 
and they differ widely from him, as they often do, in their elucidations 
of the Aphorism. Nagesas explanation of it is as follows : 
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Aph. 155. Of him [i. e.,of that soul,] 

The compatibility of by whom the cause of Bondage is 
Bondage and freedom. J m ° 

known, there is that condition [of iso- 
lation, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact, 
that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he, really, was 
not bound, even when he seemed to be so]. 

a. By whom is known ‘ the cause of bondage/ viz., the 
non-perception that Nature and soul are distinct, of him, 
‘by the perception 9 [of it], i. e., by cognizing the distinc- 
tion, there is ‘ that condition/ viz., the condition of isola- 
tion, [the condition (see § 144) after which the soul aspires. 
The soul in Bondage which is no real bondage may be 
typified by Don Quixote, hanging, in the dark, from the 
ledge of a supposed enormous precipice, and holding on 
for life, as he thought, from not knowing that his toes 
were within six inches of the ground]. 1 


crai^r- 

The substance of this is, that, only in the eyes 

of the mistaken man who is influenced by the notorious cause of 
bondage, or in other words, who is unable to discriminate, is the 
essential condition of souls multeity, a condition the reverse of the 
one before referred to, unity ; and that is inconclusive. The Aphorism, 
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vedantic disputant 
against the Sankhya. Whether as read by Aniruddha, or as read by 
others, it is susceptible, with reference to the previous context, of a 
variety of renderings. Ed. 

cWJ fBsn ci|«i 

qqH II 
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i. [Well, rejoins the Vedanti,] Bondage [as you justly 
observe,] is dependent on non -perception [of the truth], 
and is not real. It is a maxim, that non-perception is 
removed by perception ; and, on this showing, we recog- 
nize as correct the theory that Soul is one, but not that 
of Soul's being multitudinous. To this he replies : 1 

’srcgsramgqww: u ii 

Aph. 156. No : because the blind do 
He jeen the Veddntt. not see, can those who have their eye- 
sight not perceive ? 

а. What ! because a blind man does not see, does also 
one who has his eyesight not perceive ? There are many 
arguments [in support of the view] of those who assert 
that souls are many, [though you do not see them] : such 
is the meaning. 2 

б. He declares, for the following reason, also, that Souls 
are many : 3 


fajita rfir i ir %rt- 

cjiw m icrsun^ ^ 5% i 

n 

s smsfa hwisHM ii 
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II WS II 


Scripture proof that 
Soult are many. 


Aph. 157. Vamadeva, as well as 
others, has been liberated, [if we are 
to believe the Scriptures ; therefore] 
non-duality is not [asserted, in the same Scriptures, in the 
Yed antic sense]. 


a. In the Puranas, &c., we hear, 6 Vamadeva has been 
liberated/ ‘ Suka has been liberated/ and so on. If Soul 
were one , since the liberation of all would take place, on 
the liberation of one, the Scriptural mention of a diversity 
[of separate and successive liberations] would be self- 
contradictory. 2 

b. [But the Vedanti may rejoin :] on the theory that 
Souls are many, since the world has been from eternity, 
and from time to time some one or other is liberated, so, 
by degrees, all having been liberated, there would be a 
universal void. But, on the theory that Soul is one , 
Liberation is merely the departure of an adjunct, [which, 
the Vedanti flatters himself, does not involve the incon- 
sistency which he objects to the Sankhya]. To this he 
replies : 3 


1 Aniruddha perhaps has 
J Ed. 

2 'ttpstrt ^ btr: jhr 

•stto: wttT n h 

3 tor %rsfq 

TOTcT sf<T ^5 WTcT I 
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II SMb II 


Aph. 158. Though it [the world,] 
^As it has been, t° will ^ ag been f rom eternity, since, up to 

this day, there has not been [an entire 
emptying of the world] , the future, also, [may be infe- 
rentially expected to be] thus [as it has been heretofore] . 

a. Though the world has leen from eternity, since, up 
to this day, we have not seen it become a void, there is no 
proof [in support] of the view that there will be Libera- 
tion 1 [of all Souls, so as to leave a void]. 


l. He states another solution [of the difficulty] : 2 


wN II SMI II 

, , Aph. 159. As now [things are, so], 

dane things will flow on everywhere [will they continue to go 
J ur ever ' on : hence there will be] no absolute 

cutting short [of the course of mundane things]. 

a. Since souls are [in number,] without end, though 
Liberation successively take place, there will not be [as a 
necessary consequence,] a cutting short of the world. As 
now, so everywhere, — i.e., in time to come, also, — there 


^KRrpre! qjnfafapm ir* nra sfb i 
vrsi? ii 

jrfaftfcT vs! lifter wtoh ii 

v9 \ 

3 11 
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will be Liberation, but not, therefore, an absolute cutting 
short [of the world]; since of this the on-flowing is 
eternal. * 

i. On the theory, also, that Liberation is the departure 
of an adjunct [*§ 157. £.], we should find a universal void ; 
so that the doubt 2 is alike, [in its application to either 
view] . Just as there might be an end of all things, on 
the successive liberation of many souls, so, since all ad- 
juncts would cease, when [the fruit of] works [this fruit 
being in the shape of Soul’s association with body, as its 
adjunct,] came to an end, the world would become void, 3 
[on the Vedanta theory, as well as on the S&nkhya]. 

c. Now, [if the Vedanti says,] there will not be a void, 
because adjuncts are [in number,] endless, then it is the 
same, on the theory that Souls are many. And thus [it 
has been declared] : 4 ‘ For this very reason, indeed, though 
those who are knowing [in regard to the fact that Nature 

?TT3T%^T 

SFT II 

2 Anuyoga , hero rendered ‘ doubt/ rather signifies 4 difficulty 
raised/ 4 question.* Md . 

3 nrej sfh vstsfv 

nuwsj ifn i w 

niirt nWTvrfv- 

wnrrsFr^j wrn n 

4 The source of the stanza here translated I have not ascer- 
tained. J Ed, 
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and Soul are different], are continually being liberated, 
there will not be a void, inasmuch as there is no end of 
multitudes of souls in the universe / 1 

d . Pray, [some one may ask,] is Soul [ essentially ] bound ? 
Or free P If [essentially] bound, then, since its essence 
cannot depart, there is no Liberation ; for, if it [the es- 
sence,] departed, then it [Soul,] would [cease, with the 
cessation of its essence, and] not be eternal. If [on the 
other hand, you reply that it is essentially] free, then 
meditation and the like [which you prescribe for the attain- 
ment of liberation,] are unmeaning. To this he replies f 2 

stt^t ii ^ o ii 



^rTT 

C\ 


TTCt cTWm I cT^r ^ I ^Trf TT^f f^rR 
TTaRTRR HrTrm I 
II 


2 w wii ^nr i ^r^rr^rr- 

TT^RSf^rEn^T I 

sqTWTftsftfa I ^Tcf H 


3 This reading I find nowhere, but, instead of it, 




rwt.> * Clear of both conditions [i.e., that of being bound and 
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].* 

Messrs. Bohtlingk and Roth call Dr. Ballantyne’s 
4 Fehlerhaft fiir .* Their substitute is, so far as 1 know, 


C\ 


conjectural. 

According to most interpreters, however, the preceding Aphorism 
has reference to the question whether it be only after Soul is 
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Soul i, ever free , 4M* 160. It [Soul,] 18 altogether 

thoui/h it map seem f ree [\) U t seemingly! multiform, [or 

ways. different, in appearance, from a free 

thing, through a delusive semblance of being bound]. 

a . It is not bound ; nor is it liberated ; but it is ever 
free, [see § 19]. But the destruction of ignorance [as to 
its actual freedom,] is effected by meditation, & C ., 1 [which 
are, therefore, not unmeaning, as alleged in § 159. tf.]. 

b . It has been declared that Soul is a witness. 2 Since it 
is a witness [some one may object], even when it has at- 
tained to discriminating [between Nature and Soul], there 


liberated, or, on the other hand, at all times, that simplicity, or un- 
changing fixedness, of essential condition ( ekarupatwa ) is predi- 
cable of it. 

Introductions to the Aphorism, with expositions of it, here follow. 
Vedanti Mahadeva : q^q*q ntw- 

I Xngesa : ^T- 

Vedanti 

Mahadeva : 

^q^q ^ ^q ^q^ sfcT qTqSIWTqqT I 

Nagesa : q^qt ^rrcqt wn*q«3r 

*N ^ 

I Also see the commentaries on the Sdukhya - 
kdrilcd , st. 19 ; and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra . JEd. 

1 q q%T ^Tq WVRl fqi faring: I 
5I5TOIW sUPTlf^TT sfcT II 

2 Vide supra , p. 56, § 54, or., and p. 165, § 148. Ed. 
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is no Liberation ; [Soul, on this showing, being not an 
absolutely simple entity, but something combined with the 
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies : 1 

II II 

Aph. 161. It [Soul,] is a witness, 
liow Soul u a /pec- through its connexion with sense- 

a/or. o 

organs, [which quit it, on liberation]. 

a . A sense-organ is an organ of sense. Through its 
connexion therewith, it [Soul,] is a witness. And where 
is [its] connexion with sense-organs, [these products of 
Nature (see § 61)], when discrimination [between Nature 
and Soul] has taken place ? * 

b. [Well, some one may ask], at all times of what nature 
is Soul ? To this he replies : 4 



II sft? II 



UT f «H SfaP TC; 5% I II 

2 Only Aniruddha recognizes this reading. Vijnana, Nagesa, 
and Vedanti Mahadeva have HTCJTtH 0 . Ed. 

3 i i fa- 

il# ^ iiifa?reh*i sfa n 

‘ I II 

5 Vijnana says that this Aphorism and that next following specify 
notes of Soul which establish that its essential condition is neither 
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The real condition of A P h - 162. [The nature of Soul is] 
Soul • constant freedom. 

a. ‘ Constant freedom : ’ that is to say ; Soul is, positively, 
always devoid of the Bondage called Pain [see §§ 1 and 19]; 
because Pain and the rest are modifications of Under- 
standing, 1 [which (see § 61) is a modification of Nature, 
from which Soul is really distinct]. 

ii ii 

Aph. 163. And, finally, [the nature 

Soui’t indifference. of Soul is] indifference [to Pain and 
Pleasure, alike]. 

a. By ‘ indifference ’ is meant non-agency. The word iti 
[rendered ‘finally,’] implies that the exposition of the 
Nature of Soul is completed. 2 

b. [Some one may say, the fact of] Soul’s being an 
agent is declared in Scripture. How is this, [if, as you 
say, it be not an agent] ? To this he replies : 3 


of those alluded to in Aph. 1(50 : 

fa ifapnf i Ed. 

vO C\ \ 

1 faw-HrhK 

faxn^fwnlT it 
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f^rFnf^nftf^TTf^^PTfT 

II °l%$ II 


Aph. 164. [Soul'sy'/^cy of J being an 
agent is, through the influence [of 
Nature] , l from the proximity of Intel- 
lect, from the proximity of Intellect. 


Ih ao Soul , which is 
not an agent, is yet 
spoken of us such. 


a. [Its] ‘ being an agent/ i. e., Soul’s fancy of being an 
agent, is ‘ from the proximity of Intellect/ * through the 
influence } of Nature/ [(see § 19,) of which Intellect 
(see § 61) is a modification]. 

b. The repetition of the expression ‘ from the proximity 
of Intellect ’ is meant to show that we have reached the 
conclusion : for thus do we see [practised] in the Scrip- 
tures, [e. g., where it is said, in the Veda : ‘ Soul is to be 
known ; it is to be discriminated from Nature : thus it does 
not come again, it does not come again * 4 ] . 


1 The translator inadvertently omitted the words ‘ through/ &c. 
Ed. 

2 f-4rUll%|aR 3i<fri 

II 

& 

3 fwT%zrif^frr Tten 

cT^T II 

4 These words are taken from Colebrooke : see his Miscellaneous 
Essays (Prof. Co well’s edition), vol. i., p. 249. The original is found, 
as a quotation, &c., in V&chaspati Misra’s Tattwa-kaumudi, near 
the beginning of the comment on st. 2 of the Sdnkfiya-kdrikd : 

^rr^n ^rr ^n; 1 irarflrat i 
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c. So much, in this Commentary 1 on the illustrious 
Kapila’s Aphorisms declaratory of the Sankhya, for the 
First Book, that on the [topics or] subject-matter 2 [of the 
Sankhya system]. 


* U * U tpmHH I or sfTFW 

there is a variant, in one of my MSS. The words 

ftr° are obviously a gloss ; and I have punctuated ac- 


cordingly. They are preceded, I take it, by one text, and are followed 
by another. The source of the first has not been discovered. For 
what is very similar to the second, see the conclusion of the Chhdn - 
doyya Upanishad. Colebrooke's ‘thus’ is unrepresented in the 
Sanskrit as I find it. Ed. 


1 Aniruddhas is intended, though many passages in the preceding 
pages are from other commentaries. Ed. 
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BOOK II. 


a. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth 
[in Book I.]. Now, in order to prove that it is not the Soul 
that undergoes the alterations [observable in the course of 
things], he will tell, very diffusely, in the Second Book, how 
the creation is formed out of the Primal Principle. There, 
too, the nature of the products of Nature is to be declared 
fully, with a view to the very clear discrimination of Soul 
from these. Therefore, according to [the verses ], 1 

b. ‘ Whoso rightly knows its changes, and the Primal 
Agent [Nature], and Soul, the eternal, he, thirsting no 
more, is emancipated/ 

c. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &c., 
of Emancipation, all the three [things mentioned in 
these verses] require to be known. And here, in the first 
place, with advertence to the consideration, that, if Nature, 
which is unintelligent, were to create without a motive, we 
should find even the emancipated one bound, he states the 
motive for the creation of the world : 2 


1 Here add, ‘in the Moksha-dharma, &c.’; and read, instead 
of * we remark .... Emancipation,’ ‘ there is the declaration that.’ 

The verses quoted are from the Mahdbhdrata, xii., 7879, and occnr 
in Chap, ccxvi., in the Section entitled Moksha-dharma. Ed. 


wffira: q f gpf V 
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*Tt JTOPTFt II <1 II 


m . Aph. 1. Of Nature [the agency, or 

Ttve, motive for creation . , . , . n p . , 

the being a maker, isJ for the 

emancipation of what is [really, though not apparently,] 
emancipated, or else for [the removal of] itself. 

a . The expression 'the being a maker 9 is borrowed 
from the last aphorism of the preceding Book. Nature 
makes the world for the sake of removing the pain, which 
is [really] a shadow [Book I., § 58], belonging to the Soul, 
which is, in its very nature, free from the bonds of pain ; or 
[to explain it otherwise,] for the sake of removing pain 
[connected] by means of but a shadowy link ; or [on the 
other hand,] it is ' for the sake of itself , 9 that is to say, for 
the sake of removing the actually real pain [which consists] 
of itself. 1 


fwmT wai 

i ^TrT i 

% w^sn^nfcT s ii 

mi- 

IRHTf II 



*t^tt ufafw 
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i. Although experience [of good and ill], also, as well as 
Emancipation, is a motive for creation, yet Emancipation 
alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the principal one. 1 

c. But then, if creation were for the sake of Emancipa- 
tion, then, since Emancipation might take place through 
creation once for all, there would not be creation again 
and again ; to which he replies : 2 3 

fTORW crfwir: ii s ii 

Aph. 2. Because this [Emancipation] 

Successive creation why, . r i i i • n . .ip 

is [onlyj oi him that is void oi passion. 

a. Emancipation does not take place through creation 
once for all ; but it is [the lot only] of him that has been 
extremely tormented many times by the various pain of 
birth, death, sickness, &c. ; and, therefore, [successive 
creation goes on] because Emancipation actually occurs in 
the case only of him in whom complete dispassion has 

1 si: nirsm n- 

^nfq 11 

vf) C N x 

3 For another rendering of the original of a., b., and c., see my 
translation of the Rational Refutation , &c., p. 62. Ed. 
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arisen through the knowledge of the distinctness of Nature 
and Soul : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He tells the reason why dispassion does not take place 
through creation once for all : 2 

WT?T 3 II 3 II 

\ 

Aph. 3. It is not effected by the 
reason*? °f the f oregotng mere hearing ; because of the forcible- 
ness of the impressions 4 from eternity. 

a . Even the hearing [of Scripture, in which the distinct- 
ness of Nature from Soul is enounced,] comes [not to all 
alike, but only] through the merit of acts done in many 
births, [or successive lives]. Even then dispassion is not 
established through the mere hearing, but through direct 
cognition ; and direct cognition does not take place sud- 
denly, because of the forcibleness of false impressions that 


1 Or u 

craw cTrT’3 WRfcT- 

iu flOra Oren- 

wfkfatfosNi: ii 
! wjsjcn %<rwTfu%T temra ii 

8 This reading is peculiar to Vijnana, but seems to have some 
countenance from Nagesa. Aniruddha and Yedanti Mahadeva have 

-^TU?TTU?FrrrT Ed. 

vD \ 

4 Vdsand . Vide supra , p. 29, note 2. Ed. 
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have existed from eternity, but [the required direct cogni- 
tion takes place] through the completion of Concentration ; 
and there is an abundance of obstacles to Concentration 
[see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II]: therefore, only after 
many births do dispassion and Emancipation take place at 
any time of any one at all : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He states another reason for the continuous flow of 
creation : 2 


WtHT^T II 8 II 

V \ 


A nother reason for 
continuous creation. 


Aph. 4. Or as people have, severally, 
many dependants. 


a. As householders have, severally, many who are depen- 
dent upon them, according to the distinctions of wife, 
children, &c., so, also, the Qualities, viz., Goodness, &c., 
[Book I., § 61. &.] have to emancipate innumerable Souls, 
severally. Therefore, however many Souls may have been 
emancipated, the onflow of creation takes place for the 
emancipation of other Souls ; for Souls are [in number,] 
without end: such is the meaning. And so the Yoga 
aphorism [Book II., § 22] says : ‘ Though it have ceased 


' T H TgTr f q *Rfa I <T- 

fa g UTCJT- 

fwruum irSTTg ?! >FtRtFTf^fawr- 
wrawrjn w^rffa h ^ 

a IsRTFT? II 
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to be, in respect of him that has done the work, it has not 
[absolutely] ceased to be ; because it is common to others 
besides him/ 1 

b. But then why is it asserted that Nature alone creates, 
when, by the text, ‘ From that or this Soul proceeded the 
Ether/ 2 &c., it is proved that Soul, also, creates? To this 
he replies : 3 

tT II M II 

C vj> 

Aph. 5. And, since it [the character 

Nature, not Soul, 0 f creator,] belongs, really, to Nature, 
creates . J ° * 7 

it follows that it is fictitiously attributed 
to Soul. 

1 W 

I ^TcT faro- 
JifeimTgT 

w i am ^ wi- 

35 nfh <T^t?mnTT!!^T- 

ii 

2 Taittiriya Upanishad , ii., 1. Bat read : * From this, from 
this same self,’ &c. Ed. 

saswrctw* ^rraru: sf?r ’ssn ire- 

Vs \*J s!l 
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a. And, since Nature's character of creator is decided 
to be real, there is, really, in the Scriptures, only a fictitious 
[or figurative] attribution of creativeness to Soul. 1 

b. But then, if it be thus, how is it laid down that Nature's 
creativeness, moreover, is real; since we are told [in 
Scripture,] that creation, moreover, is on a level with a 
dream ? To this he replies : 2 


H % n 


The reality of Na- 
ture's creativeness. 


Aph . 6. Since it is proved from the 
products. 


a. That is to say : because the real creative character 
of Nature is established just 4 from the products, ' viz., by 
that evidence [see Book I., § 110,] which acquaints us with 
the subject [in which the creative character inheres] ; for 
products are real, inasmuch as they produce impressions 
and exhibit acts. 4 [The reality of eternal things is 
established here, just as it is by Locke, who says : ‘ I think 


1 ifafa tow ^ fat wra 

’jfaB fa«ifa ii 

2 wrenjfafa ^fa- 

sro tj?: rafq'srararfafa 

rf^T? II 

5 Aniruddha alone has which reading 

Dr. Ballantyne at first accepted. Ed. 

4 WTO 3RT- 
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God has given me assurance enough as to the existence of 
things without me ; since, by their different application, I 
can produce, in myself, both pleasure and pain (artha), 
which is one great concernment of my present state. ’ 
These existing products being admitted, the Sankhya 
argues that they must have a cause ; and, as this cause 
means neither more nor less than something creative, 
whatever proves the existence of the cause proves, at the 
same time, its creative character.] 

b. But then [it may be said], on the alternative [see § 1] 
that Nature works for herself ‘ she must energize with 
reference to the emancipated Soul, also. To this he replies : 1 

ii s II 

Aph. 7. The rule is with reference 
Who escape nature, to one knowing; just as escape from 
a thorn. 

a. The word diet ana here means ‘ one knowing / because 
the derivation is from chit, ‘to be conscious ’ . As one and 
the same thorn is not a cause of pain to him who, being 
‘one knowing/ i.e., aware of it, escapes from that same, but 
actually is so in respect of others; so Nature, also, is escaped 
by ‘ one knowing/ one aware, one who has accomplished 
the matter: to him it does not consist of pain ; but to others, 
who are not knowing, it actually is a cause of pain : such is 


frrsfetw ii 

' W# JRUfq TIT 

"3 c T ^ v!) VO 

inra<T i cw? 11 
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the ‘ rule/ meaning, the distribution. Hence, also, of 
Nature, which is, by its own nature, bound [inasmuch as it 
consists of bonds], the self-emancipation is possible; so 
that it does not energize with reference to the emancipated 
Soul 1 [§ 6. ft.]. 

b. But then [suggests some one], what was said [at § 5], 
that, in respect of Soul, the creative character is only 
fictitiously attributed, this is not proper ; because it is 
fitting, that, by the conjunction of Nature, Soul, also, should 
be modified into Mind, &c. ; for a modification of wood, 
&c., resembling earth, &c., through the conjunction of 
earth, &c., is seen : to which he replies : 2 

1 farft sfrT SJSRTT RrTRTSRTflTST: I 

JiasjcR warn 

n iron n n 

n unfa <£mfnrar n nnnRnnnfa3R<fn 

n $:mfnraT i 

ufin ^wranT wn ^rftt irafi: tanreji 

n?n sfn i wr n nfn undn 

sfn » 

2 wn sfrWHKcrarafafd npi <ra 
v* H^fnenfitn 

tnfnniTfeT ff wfasnf^mn to?: ijfa- 
arrf^sr: nf^ra sfn i nm? ii 
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Soul not creative , though 
associated with what is so - 


Afh. 8. Even though there be con- 
junction [of Soul] with the other [viz., 
Nature], this [power of giving rise to 
products] does not exist in it immediately ; just like the 
burning action of iron. 


a. Even though there be conjunction with Nature, there 
belongs to Soul no creativeness, ‘ immediately/ i. e., directly. 
An illustration of this is, ‘ like the burning action of 
iron:’ as iron does not possess, directly, a burning power; 
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through 
the fire conjoined with it : such is the meaning. But, in 
the example just mentioned, it is admitted that there is an 
alteration of both ; for this is proved by sense-evidence : 
but, in the instance under doubt, since the case is accounted 
for by the modification of one only, there is cumbrousness 
in postulating the modification of both ; because, otherwise, 
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held 
that the colour of the crystal was changed. 1 


1 WTO ^ 

W*T UTCTTrT I cPT I 

wtmitT ?! fa cf 

uftptro: m- 
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b. It has already been stated [§ 1] that the fruit of crea- 
tion is emancipation. Now he states the principal occasional 
cause of creation : 1 

TTnfwi^RFT : II Q. II 

Aph. 9. When there is passion, or 

Creation when. , . . . , . . r . 

dispassion, there is concentration, [m 
the latter case, and] creation, [in the former]. 

a. When there is passion, there is creation ; and, when 
there is dispassion, there is * concentration/ i. e., the 
abiding [of Soul] in its own nature [see Toga Aphorisms, 
Book I., § 3 2 ] ; in short, emancipation, or the hindering of 
the modifications of the thinking principle [Yoga Apho- 
risms, Book I., § 2 2 ] : such is the meaning. And so the 
import is, that Passion is the cause of creation ; because of 
their being* simultaneously present or absent. 4 

b. After this he begins to state the manner of creation : s 


1 ijy: tot htc! ?fh npiwfl i ssnff 

faftnraTt’Prrf n 

c ^ 

2 Vide infra , p. 211, note 6. Ed. 


3 ‘ Simultaneously,’ &c., is to render anxoayavyatirekau, on which 
mde supra, p. 43, note 2. Ed. 

TFT Fr^TF*! ^ HW 
rRT RrRTRifawRT ttu: 


rtjr: n 

• xtt ^f?nf^t ii 
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II «|0 H 

C\ \ 


Aph. 10. In the order [see $ 12. 6.] 
Older of creation. of Mind, &c., [is the creation] of the 

five elements, [or of the material world]. 

a. ‘ Creation’ is supplied from the preceding aphorism.’ 


b. He mentions a distinction 5 [between these successively 
creative energies and the primal one ] : 


1 q rTT ^1 It II 

Nature', product, not Aph. 11. Since creation is for the 
for themselves. sake of Soul, the origination of these 

[products of Nature] is not for their own sake. 

а. ‘ Of these,’ i.e., of Mind, &c., since the creativeness is 
‘ for the sake of Soul,’ i. e., for the sake of the emancipation 
of Soul, the * origination,’ i. e., the creativeness, is not for 
the sake of themselves; since, inasmuch as they are 
perishable, they [unlike Nature, (see 1)] are not 
susceptible of emancipation : such is the meaning. 1 

б. He declares the creation of limited space and time : 6 


1 Nagesa has, instead of xj . Ed. 

’ fwm? it 

v vj) 

fsRTftr^R 

* II 
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: H il 


Relative time and 
ipace whence . 


Aph. 12. [Relative] Space and Time 
[arise] from the Ether, &c. 


a. The Space and Time which are eternal [and absolute], 
being the source of the Ether, are, really, sorts of qualities 
of Nature : therefore it is consistent that Space and Time 
should be all-pervading. But the Space and Time which 
are limited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction 
of this or that limiting object : such is the meaning. 
By the expression * &c.,’ [in the aphorism,] is meant ‘ from 
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.’ 1 


b. Now he exhibits, in their order, through their nature 
and their habits, the things mentioned [in § 10] as * in the 
order of Mind, &c.’ 


^rf%: II ^ II 


Mind or Intellect de 
fined. 


Aph. 13. Intellect is judgment. 
a. ‘ Intellect ’ is a synonym of 1 


the 


Great Principle ’ [or Mind (see Book I., 
§ 71)]; and 'judgment,’ called [also] ascertainment, is its 


vvfr i It m au ynfa - 

niiTwrasrHjssm ?srii: i 
vrfiroivnftfh n 
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peculiar modification : such is the meaning. But they are 
set forth as identical, because a property and that of which 
it is the property are indivisible. 1 And it is to be under- 
stood, that this Intellect is ‘ Great,’ because it pervades all 
effects other than itself, and because it is of great power.* 

b. He mentions other properties, also, of the Great 
Principle: 3 


cTfliR WTf^: 4 II II 


Product $ of intellect. 


Aph . 14. Merit, &c., are products 
of it. 


a. The meaning is, that Merit, Knowledge, Dispassion, 
and Supernatural Power, moreover, are formed out of 
intellect y not formed of self-conscioumess ( ahankara ), &c. ; 
because intellect alone [and not self-consciousness,] is a 
product of superlative Purity, 4 [without admixture of 
Passion and Darkness]. 


1 See, for a different rendering, the Rational Refutation , &c , 
p. 45. Ed. 

frr^ng I ^TWPSr 

3 HfWRWRTTWfa II 

4 From copying a typographical error, Dr. Ballantyne had, in 

both his editions, . Ed. 

5 
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b. But then, if it be thus, how can the prevalence of 
demerit, in the portions of intellect lodged in men, cattle, 
&c., be accounted for ? To this he replies : 1 

ii 11 

Opporiu product . of A P h - 15 - The Great one [intellect,] 

"dcUect. becomes reversed through tincture.* 

a. That same * Great one/ i.e., the Great Principle [or 
intellect], through being tinged with Passion and Dark- 
ness, also becomes * reversed ’ [see § 14. a.], i. e., vile, with 
the properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and 
want of Supernatural Power : such is the meaning.* 

b. Having characterized the Great Principle, he defines 
its product, Self-consciousness : 4 

wfiifew: ii 

a I. e., ‘ influence/ Ed. 

HVRftsw II 
vf(T II 
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^rfa*TRTS^rrc: 11 <\% ir 

„ ,, . Aph. 16. Self-consciousness is a 

Self*consctou$ne$s. L 

conceit. 

a. i Self-consciousness 9 is what makes the Ego, as a 
potter [makes a pot] ; the thing [called] the internal 
instrument (antah-karam) : and this, inasmuch as a pro- 
perty and that of which it is the property are indivisible, 
is spoken of as ‘ a conceit/ 1 [viz., of personality], in order 
to acquaint us that this is its peculiar modification. Only 
when a thing has been determined by intellect [i.e., by an 
act of judgment (see §13. #.)], do the making of an Ego 
and the making of a Meum take place. 2 

b. He mentions the product of Self-consciousness, which 
has arrived in order : 3 

IMS H 

Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of 
of Self-con- Self-consciousness,] is the eleven [or- 
gans], and the five Subtile Elements. 

a. The meaning is, that the eleven organs, with the 

1 For another version, see the Rational Refutation, Sic., p. 45. 
Ei. 

B W < 1 ^#™ S*£WTSUTVTT- 

i fafian v^Tvfsiwr- 

T*m*RTTT II 
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five Subtile Elements, viz., Sound, &c., are the product 
of Self-consciousness. 1 

b. Among these, moreover, he mentions a distinction :* 


Aph. 18. The eleventh, consisting of 

The Mind whence . rl . . 1 M -n .. ° , 

[the principle olj runty, proceeds 
from modified Self-consciousness. 


a. The ‘eleventh/ i.e., the completer of the eleven, viz., 
Mind, [or the ‘ internal organ/ — which is not to be con- 
founded with ‘ the Great one/ called also Intellect and 
Mind, — alone,] among the set consisting of sixteen [§ 17], 
consists of Purity ; therefore it is produced from Self- 
consciousness * modified/ i.e., pure : such is the meaning. 
And hence, too, it is to be reckoned that the ten organs 
are from the Passionate Self-consciousness ; and the Sub- 
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.’ 

b. He exhibits the eleven organs : 4 


1 

sRTOfjqr ii 

2 fawuf n 

3 tr: tn^SJT- 

TTWRcT I TT5RTf5RTTT^f%: 

inftj cTm^TfsRTtra n 

4 II 
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II II 

Of the Or ans Aph. 19. Along with the organs of 

action and the organs of understanding 
another is the eleventh. 

a . The organs of action are five, viz., the vocal organ, 
the hands, the feet, the anus, and the generative organ ; 
and, the organs of understanding are five, those called the 
organs of sight, hearing, touch, taste, and smell. Along 
with these ten, * another/ viz., Mind, is * the eleventh/ i.e., 
is the eleventh organ : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He refutes the opinion that the Organs are formed of 
the Elements : 2 

II *0 II 

Aph. 20. They [the organs,] are not 
formed of the Elements ; because there 
is Scripture for [their] being formed of Self-consciousness. 


The Nydya view rejected. 


a. Supply f the organs.' 3 

b. Pondering a doubt, he says : 1 


1 On 


4 fsroraibfff n 

5 u 
4 strain? ii 
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II W II 


Aph. 21. The Scripture regarding 
absorption into deities is not [decla- 
ratory] of an originator. 


A text explained . 


a. That Scripture which there is about absorption into 
deities is not * of an originator,’ that is to say, it does not 
refer to an originator ; because [although a thing, e.g., a 
jar, when it ceases to be a jar, is usually spoken of as being 
resolved into its originator, viz., into earth, yet] we see 
the absorption of a drop of water into what, nevertheless, 
is not its originator, viz., the ground; [and such is the 
absorption into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did 
not originally emanate]. 2 


b. Some say that the Mind, included among the organs, 
is eternal. He repels this : s 


1 Aniruddha has, instead of His comment 

i. u folio*. : jrttv! ssrfera i ^r- 

i 


Ed. 


a *p7TU| VT HT HT- 

3151 - 

ii 
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h ** ii 


,, , Aph. 22. [None of the organs is 

No organ eternal. 1 , , , . 

eternal, as some hold the Mind to be ;] 
because we have Scripture for their beginning to be, and 
because we see their destruction. 


a. All these organs, without exception, have a begin- 
ning ; for the Scripture says, * From this are produced 
the vital air, the mind, and all the organs ;’ 2 &c., and because 
we are certified of their destruction by the fact that, in the 
conditions of being aged, &c., the mind, also, like the sight 
and the rest, decays, &c. : such is the meaning. 3 

b. He rebuts the atheistical opinion that the sense [for 
example,] is merely the set of eye-balls, [&c.] 


1 Aniruddha’s reading is 
Ed , 

* Mundaka Upanishad , ii., i., 3. Ed. 

anna m%r *r: qflPginfig 

5 This is taken from my edition, where, however, it is corrected 
in the corrigenda. See the next two notes. Ed. 
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The Sense not to he con- 
founded with its site. 


tity with] its site. 


Aph. 23. The Sense is supersen- 
suous; [it being the notion] of mistaken 
persons [that the Sense exists] in [iden- 


a. Every Sense is supersensuous, and not perceptible ; 
but only in the opinion of mistaken persons does the Sense 
exist ‘in its site/ e.g., [Sight,] in the eye-ball, in the 
condition of identity [with the eye-bull] : such is the 
meaning. The correct reading is : [‘ The sense is some- 
thing supersensuous ; to confound it with] the site, 1 [is a 
mistake] / 2 


b. He rebuts the opinion that one single Sense, through 
diversity of powers, performs various offices : 3 


II *8 II 

Aph. 24. Moreover, a difference 
JlyL° r9an,arenot being established if a difference of 
powers be [conceded], there is not a 
oneness [of the organs]. 


1 vsrei artn- 



w. ii 

2 The original of this shows that Vijnana emphasizes srftranw 

as the true reading. He seems to point to srfavrw, which 
Aniruddha has, and, after him, Vedanti Mahadeva. JEd. 
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a . Even by the admission that a diversity of powers 
belongs to one single organ, the diversity of organs is 
established; because the p Avers are, assuredly, organs; 
therefore, there is not a singleness of organ : such is the 
meaning. 1 

b. But then [it may be said], there is something unphilo- 
sophical in supposing various kinds of organs to arise from 
one single Self-consciousness. To this he replies : 2 

H 11 

Aph. 25. A theoretical discordance 

tions cannot upset facts. not [ot any weight,] in the case of 

what is matter of ocular evidence. 

a. This is simple. 4 

b. He tells us that, of the single leading organ, the 
Mind, the other ten are kinds of powers : 5 


ii 

1 5p%^nT^5RTTT^tmf^vf^mf^iT- 
'Ttvt i nxtf ii 


3 Nagesa is peculiar in having . Ed. 

‘ wra ii 

vD \ 

‘ ^sr urfvfi- 

ii 
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vjvrowfi 1 ii ii 

Diversified operation ^ph. 26. The Mind identifies itself 
of Mind. with both. 

a. That is to say : the Mind identifies itself with the 
organs of intellection and of action. 2 

b. Of his own accord, he explains the meaning of the 
expression ‘ identifies itself with both 3 


II II 

Aph. 27. By reason of the varieties 
How this happens. transformation of [which] the Quali- 

ties [are susceptible], there is a diversity [of their product, 
the Mind,] according to circumstances. 


a. As one single man supports a variety of characters, 
through the force of association, — being, through associa- 
tion with his beloved, a lover; through association with 
one indifferent, indifferent ; and, through association with 
some other, something other, — so the Mind, also, through 
association with the organ of vision, or any other, becomes 
various, from its becoming one with the organ of vision, or 
any other; by its being [thereby] distinguished by the 
modification of seeing, or the like. The argument in sup- 
port of this is, ‘ of the Qualities/ &c. ; the meaning being, 
because of the adaptability of the Qualities, Goodness, &c., 
to varieties of transformation. 4 


1 All the commentators but Tijuana, here insert ^ . Ed. 

ii 



fopshfir ii 

* wt: ?*r- 
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l. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection 
and of action : 1 

u n 

What the organ deal -4M* 28. Of both [sets of organs the 

*'’**• object is that list of things], beginning 

with Colour, and ending with the dirt of Taste. 

a. The c dirt ’ of the tastes of food, &c„ means ordure, 
&c., s [into which the food, consisting of the quality Taste, 
&c., is partly transformed]. 

b. Of what Soul ( indra ), through what service, these 
are termed Organs ( indriya ), both these things he tells us : 4 

5Vrn%T^R - . II *«. II 

V \ 

T& WTSfa 

^TRT H^fcr I 

^TT xrftWf- 

11 ^ 

* Aniruddha reads, in lien of Ed. 

’ SRiwri n5t: n 

v!) 

* ^^Twwrnftf^TT^'tsram 

11 
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The Organs and their 
possessors . 


Aph. 29. The being the seer, &c., 
belongs to the Soul; the instrumen- 
tality belongs to the Organs. 


a. For, as a king, even without himself energizing, be- 
comes a warrior through his instrument, his army, by 
directing this by orders simply, so the Soul, though 
quiescent, through all the organs, of vision, &c., becomes 
a seer, a speaker, and a judger, and the like, merely 
through the proximity called ‘ Conjunction ; ’ because it 
moves these, as the lodestone 1 [does the iron, without 
exerting any effort]. 

b. Now he mentions the special modifications of the 
triad of internal organs : 2 


W*5T II ?o || 


Differences in the 
internal organs. 


Aph . 30. Of the three [internal 
organs] there is a diversity among 
themselves. 


1 w f? HfTtrsr: ^pnpJnfjnmrisTsfo 

^rar a^isjWMiu rosrt- 

w«n fzwnsft 

to daRafaai damnsa- 

^ifw iTO aai 
f^fa « 

2 g ^ft wasaiTOa TO na i M i i ai ^a tn g 11 
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a. The aspect of Intellect is attention 1 ; of Self-conscious- 
ness, conceit [of personality] ; of the Mind, decision and 
doubt.* 

b. lie mentions, also, a common aspect of the three:* 

uwsn mw ^ 11 h 

Aph. 31. The five airs, viz.. Breath, 
to t'<e C /h%e der common &c., are the modification, in common, of 
the [three internal] instruments. 

a . That is to say : the five, in the shape of Breath, &c., 
which are familiarly known as ‘airs', because of their cir- 
culating as the air does, these [animal spirits] are the 
joint or common ‘ modification/ or kinds of altered form, 
‘of the instruments/ i.e., of the triad of internal instru- 
ments. 4 

4. The opinion is not ours, as it is that of the Yaiseshi- 


1 Adhyavasaya , rendered ‘ascertainment* and ‘judgment* at 
pp. 15G and 196, supra . Also see the Rational Refutation , <fcc., 
p. 46. Ed. 

Tfcf II 

3 smnwf ^ftn=ninf ii 
* nusnfwu: * 
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kas, that the modifications of the organs take place succes- 
sively only, and not simultaneously. So he says : 1 

n 9* n 

Aph. 32. The modifications of the 
organs take place both successively and 
simultaneously. 

a. This is simple. 2 

b. Lumping the modifications of the understanding, with 
a view to showing how they are the cause of the world, he, 
in the first place, exhibits [them] : s 

iwri fawrfgwT:* ii 99 11 

Aph. 33. The modifications [of the 
stluu tk?world lCh <Xm ~ understanding, which are to be shown 
to be the cause of the world, and] 
which are of five kinds, are [some of them,] painful and 
[others,] not painful. 


'skwr *Rf<r 11 



2 « 

\ 

11 

4 Literally the same words are found in the Yoga Aphorisms, 
Book I., S 5. Ed. 
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a . That the modifications are of five sorts is declared by 
Patanjali's aphorism, 1 [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I., § 6 2 ]. 

b. He acquaints [us] with the nature of Soul : s 

t% wi: n $8 u 

Aph. 34. On the cessation thereof 

Sotd* s relation thereto. r • n j • n t •. • 

[viz., ot mundane lnnuencesj, its tinc- 
ture 4 ceasing, it [Soul,] abides in itself. 

a . That is to say : during the state of repose of these 
modifications, it [the Soul], the reflexion of these having 
ceased, is abiding in itself ; being, at other times, also, as it 
were, in isolation, [though seemingly not so]. And to this 
effect there is a triad of Aphorisms of the Yoga, 6 [viz., Book 
I., §§ 2, 3, and 4 6 ]. 


6 C\ V 

2 Namely : 

* Evidence, misprision, chimera, unconsciousness, memory/ Ed. 

3 xrft^-RHfcr 11 

4 I. e., ‘influence’, as in Aph. 15, at p. 198, supra . Ed. 

5 <mri ftrcm^mrr ^n^nrfHfh- 

H^frT i 

^ frpmy ro 11 

C\ \ 

8 i ‘Concentration (yoga ) is 

the hindering of the modifications of the thinking principle/ cT^T 

‘Then [i.e., at the time of Con- 
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b. He explains this by an illustration : 1 

sRwsre Trfti: ii ii 

Aph. 35. And as [bvl a flower, the 

This illustrated. 

gem. 

a . The 4 and ’ implies that this is the reason [of what was 
asserted in the preceding aphorism] ; the meaning being, 
as the gem [is tinged, apparently,] by a flower. As the 
gem called rock-crystal, by reason of a flower of the Hi- 
biscus, becomes red, not abiding in its own state, and, 
on the removal thereof, becomes colourless, abiding in its 
own state, in like manner 2 [is the Soul apparently tinged 
by the adjunction of the Qualities]. 

b. But then [it may be asked], by whose effort does the 
aggregate of the organs come into operation ; since Soul 
is motionless, and since it is denied 3 that there is any 
Lord [or Demiurgus] ? To this he replies : 4 


centrutionj it [the Soul,] abides in the form of the spectator [without 

a spectacle]/ ‘At other times [than 

that of Concentration] it [the Soul,] is in the same form as the 
modifications [of the internal organ]/ Dr. Ballantyne’s translation 
is here quoted. Ed. 

1 n 

* 'STOTT wfisrfTSpI: I 

thttwh ^ T ufiroreft snrftr 

^ TFTjp: Treftfh « 

s ‘ Demurred to * is preferable. Vide supra , p. 112. Ed. 

SRW m-m* ^5TWcf IR^cTf us- 

sd 
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VWTC II & II 

Aph. 36. The Organs also arise, for 
What moves the Organs the sake of Soul, from the development 

to operate. 

oi desert. 

a. The meaning is, that, just as Nature energizes ‘ for the 
sake of Soul/ so ‘the Organs also arise/ i. e., the ener- 
gizing of the Organs is just in consequence of the develop- 
ment of the deserts of the Soul : [see Yoga Aphorisms, 
Book II., § 13. 6.]. And the desert belongs entirely to 
the investment ; 1 [the Soul not really possessing either 
merit or demerit]. 

5. He mentions an instance of a thing’s spontaneously 
energizing for the sake of another: 2 

iprcf^TTO n n 

An illustration. Aph. 37. As the cow for the calf. 

a. As the cow, for the sake of the calf, quite sponta- 
neously secretes milk, and awaits no other effort, just so, for 
the sake of the master, Soul, the Organs energize quite 
spontaneously : such is the meaning. And it is seen , that, 


TT^TRif II 

ii 

8 XRT ^ x;^t II 
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out of profound sleep, the understanding of its own accord 
wakes up. 1 

b. With reference to the question, how many Organs 
there are, external and internal combined, he says : 2 

II II 

The number of the Aph. 38. Organ is of thirteen sorts, 
0r s ant - through division of the subordinates. 

a. The triad of internal organs, and the ten external 
organs, combined, are thirteen. He says ‘ sorts/ in order 
to declare that, of these, moreover, there is an infinity, 
through [their] distinction into individuals. He says 
* through division of the subordinates/ with a reference to 
the fact, that it is understanding which is the principal 
organ ; the meaning being, because the organs [or func- 
tions,] of the single organ, called understanding, are more 
than one. 1 


1 *p*rr wfa 

■ asi j i i rfer m t cj * i thp 

In H G in r n I ^ij(l n 

TOHrOTt? wireWRfafb II 

’ ^isn«RRfitt5im fisvfor *srvn*ftetT- 
^Tfnrwr? ii 

3 The reading of Ved&nti Mahadeva, and of him alone, is 

. Ed. 
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6. But then, since understanding [it seems,] alone is the 
principal instrument in furnishing its object [of emanci- 
pation] to Soul, and the instrumentality of the others is 
secondary, in this case what is [meant by] secondariness . ?l 
[Why are they said to be instrumental at all . ? ] In regard 
to this he 6ays : 8 

Aph. 39. Because the quality of 
ganf^Z^.^ the being most efficient is conjoined with 
the organs ; as in the case of an axe. 

a . The quality of the [principal] organ, the understand- 
ing, in the shape of being most efficient on behalf of 
soul, exists, derivatively, in the [other derivative] organs. 
Therefore it is made out that an organ is of thirteen 
kinds : such is the connexion with the preceding 
aphorism. 3 


irfcTwr^fT 

<*IT!Tf^qnT- 

11 

1 Instead of * in this case/ &c., read, 4 what is the character of 
these [i. e., organs] ? * Ed . 

2 — -f* £ ,V, ♦ ITf 

^ cm % mn -s^rreiT- 

fTJnmf ii 
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b. ( As in the case of an axe. 1 As, although the blow 
itself, since it is this that puts an end to our non-posses- 
sion of the result, is the principal efficient in the cutting, 
yet the axe, also, is an efficient, because of its close prox- 
imity to the quality of being the principal efficient, so [here, 
also] : such is the meaning. He does not here say that 
Self-consciousness is secondarily efficient, meaning to imply 
that it is one with the internal organ. 1 

c. Specifying the precise state of the case in regard to 
the condition of secondary and principal, he says : 2 




II go || 


Aph . 40. Among the two [the ex- 
cf F MiZ7uultr^ enCy ternal and the internal organs], the 
principal is Mind ; just as, in the world, 
among troops of dependants. 

a . 1 Among the two/ viz., the external and the internal, 
r Mind/ i. e., understanding, simply, is c the principal/ i. e., 


URT0RT sfrT II 

?rt Rfrtuhr xnj- 

i ut- 

ii 

2 uhuuuiwr ftrfusrns ii 
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chief ; in short, is the immediate cause ; because it is that 
which furnishes Soul with its end ; just as, among troops 
of dependants, some one single person is the prime minister 
of the king ; and the others, governors of towns, &c., are 
his subordinates : such is the meaning. 1 

b. Here the word € Mind ’ does not mean the third 
internal organ, 2 [(§ 30. a.) but Intellect, or ‘the Great 
One/] 

c. He tells, in three aphorisms, the reasons why Intel- 
lect [or understanding] is the principal : 3 

^KTcT ii sft II 

Apli. 41 . [And Intellect is the prin- 
cipal, or immediate and direct, efficient 
in Soul’s emancipation ;] because there 
is no wandering away. 

a. That is to say : because it [understanding,] per- 


1 f3r#w?n3T*t^ ^rf^r wre 

‘jsRmi ms rTsf : 

mn% ^ 

3 rs: wimS fafa: 11 
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vades all the organs ; or because there is no result apart 
from it. 1 


H 8* II 


Another reason . 


Apk. 42. So, too, because it [the 
understanding,] is the depository of all 
self-continuant impressions. 


a. Understanding alone is the depository of all self- 
continuant impressions, and not the Sight, &c., or Self- 
consciousness, or the Mind ; else it could not happen that 
things formerly seen, and heard, &c., would be remembered 
by the blind, and deaf, &c. 2 


a 8? ii 

C vO 

Aph. 43. And because we infer this 
Another reason. [its preeminence] by reason of its 

meditating. 

a . That is to say : and because we infer its preeminence, 
‘by reason of its meditating/ i.e., its modification in the 
shape of meditation. For the modification of thought 
called € meditation 9 is the noblest of all the modifications 
[incident to Soul, or pure Thought, whose blessedness, or 
state of emancipation, it is to have no modification at all] ; 
and the Understanding itself, which, as being the deposi- 
tory thereof, is, further, named Thought [chitta, from the 



* *TfT 
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same root as chinta x \ is nobler than the organs whose 
modifications are other than this : such is the meaning.* 

b. But then, suppose that the modification c meditation ’ 
belongs only to the Soul, [suggests some one]. To this he 
replies : 3 


pm: II SJi! II 

M,ii, A ’’ L 44 - 14 Cann0t be ot *“ 0Wn 
tied to Soul, nature. 

a. That is to say : meditation cannot belong to Soul 
essentially ; because of the immobility* [of Soul ; whereas 
‘ meditation ’ is an effort,]. 

b. But then, if thus the preeminence belongs to under- 
standing alone, how was it said before [at § 26,] that it is 
the Mind that takes the nature of both [sets of organs, in 


1 The two words are, respectively, from chit and chint , which are 
cognate. Ed, 

’ msiT fapmp'mx wr nrat-qmuHi- 

C C 9 

I fq pt rffi l f i vtrnnsST THmfawj: 
%x fmrsnicPtT ^ fwwtret 

3 ^ i cfsnf ii 
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apparent contradiction to the view propounded at § 39] ? 
To this he replies : 1 

ITRfitfT fulfil WcT II 8M II 

v!) \ 

Aph. 45. The condition [as regards 
An organ may be, re- Soul’s instruments,] of secondary and 

laUvefy , prtncipal , or _ 1*1 r , 

lecomiary. principal is relative ; because of the 

difference of function. 

a. In respect to the difference of function, the condition, 
as secondary, or principal, of the instruments [of Soul] is 
relative. In the operations of the Sight, &e., the Mind is 
principal ; and, in the operation of the Mind, Self-con- 
sciousness, and, in the operation of Self-consciousness, 
Intellect, is principal 2 [or precedent]. 

b . But then, what is the cause of this arrangement ; 
viz., that, of this [or that] Soul, this [or that] Intellect, 
alone, and not another Intellect, is the instrument ? With 
reference to this, he says : 3 


1 rt^or irprTO ^r*riR- 

SfinT I TFpPT I cRR II 

2 vfct ^CTTn^TTO^f^T tto- 
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cTr^WtcTr^T^^fH^^T 1 ^R<T II %% II 


Evert/ one reaps as he 
has sowed. 


Aph. 46. The energizing [of this or 
that Intellect] is for the sake of this 
[or that Soul] ; because of [its] having 
been purchased by the works [or deserts] of this [or that 
Soul] ; just as in the world. 


a. The meaning is, that, 'the energizing/ i.e., all 
operation, of the instrument is for the sake of this [or that] 
Soul ; because of [its] having been purchased by this [or 
that] Sours works [or deserts] ; just as in the world. As, 
in the world [or in ordinary affairs], whatever axe, or the 
like, has been purchased by the act, e.g., of buying, by 
whatever man, the operation of that [axe, or the like], 
such as cleaving, is only for the sake of that man [who 
purchased it] : such is the meaning. The import is, that 
therefrom is the distributive allotment of instruments 2 
[inquired about under § 45. £.] 


h. Although there is no act in Soul, because it is im- 


1 Nagesa differs from all the other commentators in reading 
. Ed. 

dd d: ^tu- 

*rp*: 11 
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movable, still, since it is the means of Soul's experience, it 
is called the act of Soul; just like the victories, &c., of a 
king [which are, really, the acts of his servants] ; because 
of Soul's being the owner 1 [of the results of acts ; as the 
king is of the results of the actions of his troops], 

c. In order to make clear the chiefship of Intellect, he 
sums up, 2 [as follows] : 

II 8$ II 

Aph. 47. Admitting that they [the 
Summing up. various instruments of Soul, all] equally 
act, the preeminence belongs to Intellect; just as in the 
world, just as in the world. 

a . Although the action of all the instruments is the 
same, in being for the sake of Soul, still the preeminence 
belongs to Intellect alone : just as in the world. The 
meaning is, because it is just as the preeminence, in the 
world, belongs to the prime minister, among the rulers of 
towns, and the rest, even although there be no difference 
so far as regards their being [all alike workers] for the 
sake of the king. Therefore, in all the Institutes, Intellect 
alone is celebrated as ‘ the Great One/ The repetition 


Cv V® 


9 TTTOTO 





BOOK II., APH. 47 . 


223 


[viz., ‘ just as in the world, just as in the world,’] implies 
the completion of the Book . 1 

b. So much for [this abstract of] the Second Book, on 
the Products of Nature, in the commentary, on Kapila’s 
Declaration of the Sankhya, composed by the venerable 
Yij nana Acharya . 2 


nD 

WRT 3£mn xmiT*? I 

ft sfa 

nfifra: XTUIT^T cT^ft^rz}: I ^TrT TJ^T 

UfTftfrT utarT tft I 31- 

WZIRHuftl II 

2 tfcr ^rrf^BT^- 

ftufa: h 


END OF BOOK II. 
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BOOK III. 


a . In the next place, the gross product of Nature, viz., 
the great elements and the dyad of bodies, is to be 
described ; and, after that, the going into various wombs, 
and the like; [this description being given] with a view 
to that less perfect degree of dispassionateness which is the 
cause of one's engaging upon the means of knowledge ; 
and, after that, with a view to perfect freedom from 
passion, all the means of knowledge are to be told : so the 
Third [Book] commences: 1 


ii S H 


The element t whence. 


Aph. 1. The origination of trie diver- 
sified [world of sense] is from that 
which has no difference. 


a. ‘[Which] has no difference/ i.e., that in which there 
exists not a distinction, in the shape of calmness, fierceness, 
dulness, &c., viz., the Subtile Elements, called ‘ the five 
somethings, simply •/ from this [set of five] is the origina- 


^ cTcT^ 

rTcffalTW II 
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tion of ‘ the diversified/ [so called] from their possessing 
a difference, in the shape of the calm, &c., viz., the gross, 
the great Elements : such is the meaning. For, the fact 
of consisting of pleasure, or the like, in the shape of the 
calm, and the rest, is manifested, in the degrees of greater, 
and less, &c., in the gross Elements only, not in the 
Subtile ; because these , since they have but the one form 
of the calm, are manifest to the concentrated, 1 [practitioners 
of meditation, but to no others]. 

b. So then, having stated, by composing the preceding 
Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles, he states 
the origination, therefrom, of the dyad of bodies : 2 

jrwratfttw ii * ii 

The Body whence. Apli . 2. Therefrom, of the Body. 

a. ‘ Therefrom/ i.e., from the twenty-three Principles, 


1 

O' 

^ C\ 
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there is the origination of the pair of Bodies, the Gross 
[Body] and the Subtile: such is the meaning. 1 

b. Now he proves that mundane existence could not be 
accounted for otherwise than on the ground of the twenty- 
three Principles : 2 

n $ ii 

c* 

Aph. 3. From the seed thereof is 

Mundane existence mundane existence. 
whence . 

a . ‘ Thereof/ i. e., of the Body ; 
‘from the seed/ i. e., from the Subtile one, as its cause, in 
the shape of the twenty-three Principles, is ‘mundane 
existence/ i. e., do the going and coming of Soul take 
place ; for it is impossible that, of itself, there should be a 
going, &c., of that which, in virtue of [its] all-pervading- 
ness, is immovable : such is the meaning. For Soul, 
being conditioned by the twenty-three Principles, only by 
means of that investment migrates from Body to Body, 
with a view to experiencing the fruits of previous works. 3 


wrm ii 
2 *mfcT ^lf^frTrTN 

wsm: f?- 

TO f^WPIT RffT UrUnWRlf^i: I 
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b. He states, also, the limit of mundane existence : l 

ApJi. 4. And, till there is discrimina- 
Jiundanc existence till tion> there ig the energizing of these, 

which have no differences. 

a. The meaning is, that, of all Souls whatever, void of 
the differences of being Lord, or not Lord, &c., [though, 
seemingly, possessed of such differences,] ‘ energizing/ 
i.e., mundane existence, is inevitable, even till there is 
discrimination [of Soul from its seeming investments] ; 
and it does not continue after that. 2 

b. He states the reason of this : s 




The reason of this. 


Aph. 5. Because of [the necessity of] 
the other's experiencing. 


a. The meaning is : because of the necessity that the 


t 

1 II 
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other, i.e., that that very [Soul], which does not discri- 
minate, should experience the fruit of its own [reputed] 
acts. 1 

b . He states, that, even while there is a Body, during 
the time of mundane existence, fruition [really] is not: 2 

wrfh vftuwf VTWJTO II % II 

\ 

Sour, bondage only A l )h - 6 - Ifc [ Soul >] is now quite free 

teeming. from both. 

a. ‘Now,’ i.e., during the time of mundane existence, 
Soul is quite free * from both,’ i.e., from the pairs, viz., 
cold and heat, pleasure and pain, &c. : such is the meaning. 4 

b. He next proceeds to describe, separately, the dyad of 
Bodies : 5 

WlfapT ?RT II $ II 

Aph. 7. The Gross [Body] usually 

The Gross and the • n o ,1 

SMie Bodies disthi- arises from lather and mother ; the 
9 uli,,ied - other one is not so. 


1 







2 HFTT II 

3 Aniruddha has and comments accordingly. Ed . 
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a. The Gross one arises from father and mother , f usually/ 
i.e., for the most part ; for there is mention also of a Gross 
Body not born of a womb : and * the other/ i. e., the Subtile 
Body, is ‘ not so/ i.e., does not arise from a father and 
mother; because it arises from creation, &c. : such is the 
meaning. 1 

b. He decides [the question], through disguise by which 
one of the Bodies, Gross and Subtile, the conjunction of the 
pairs [pleasure and pain, &c.,] with Soul takes place. 2 


II t II 


Which of the bodies 
is the cause of Soul's 
bondage. 


Aph . 8. To that which arose antece- 
dently it belongs to be that whose result 
is this ; because it is to the one that 


there belongs fruition, not to the other. 


a . ‘ To be that whose result is this/ i.e., to have pleasure 
and pain as its effect [reflected in Soul], belongs to that 
Subtile Body alone whose origin was ' antecedent/ i.e., at 
the commencement of the creation [or annus magnus]. 
Why ? Because the fruition of what is called pleasure and 
pain belongs only to * the one/ i. e., the Subtile Body, but 
not to * the other/ i. e., the Gross Body ; because all are 


1 mcTTftcpT htw ^Tf^rr%fa- 

C\ 
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agreed that there is neither pleasure nor pain, &c., in a 
body of earth : such is the meaning . 1 

b. He tells the nature of the Subtile Body just mentioned : 2 

w#* 11 o. 11 

The Suhtile Body how A P h - 9 - The seventeen, as one, are the 

constituted. Subtile Body. 

a. The Subtile Body, further, through its being container 
and contained, is twofold. Here the seventeen, [presently 
mentioned,] mingled, are the Subtile Body ; and that, at 
the beginning of a creation, is but one, in the shape of an 
aggregate ; [as the forest, the aggregate of many trees, is 
but one] : such is the meaning. The seventeen are the 
eleven organs, the five Subtile Elements, and Understand- 
ing. Self-consciousness is included under Understanding:* 


1 TRf rT^R 

rTFfiRrT 1 i trjst 

snrctow wcrark trfcra- 

ii 

2 ii 

f?r I fafirfrCT era 

5FfH|t 1 IR5T- 

TO ^f^fcT I 

ffiww: II 
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b. But [one may ask,] if the Subtile Body be oho , 
how can there be diverse experiences accordingly as Souls 
are [numerically] distinct, [one from another]? To this 
he replies 

SRHfirWrT II SO II 

rr , j Apli. 10. There is distinction of indi- 

How there come to he , 

individuals. viduals, through diversity of desert. 

a . Although, at the beginning of the creation [or annus 
magnus], there was but one Subtile Body, in the shape of 
that investment [of Soul (see Ved&nta-mra, § 62,) named] 
Hiranyagarbha , still, subsequently, moreover, there becomes 
a division of it into individuals, — a plurality, partitively, in 
the shape of individuals; — as, at present, there is, of the 
one Subtile Body of a father, a plurality, partitively, in 
the shape of the Subtile Body of son, daughter, &c. He 
tells the cause of this, saying , c through diversity of desert 
meaning, through actions, &c., which are causes of the 
experiences of other animal souls. 255 

1 ?rfif fw- 

srt htxtt: OT I rHTTf H 

fkt cRTfa cTO ^rf^TOT- 

^?TT *RfrT ft(T- 

v*> 

3 bee, for another rendering, the Rational Refutation, &c,, p.36. JEd. 
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b. But then, on this showing, since the Subtile one alone, 
from its being the site of fruition, is [what ought to be de- 
noted by the term] Body , how is the term Body applied 
to the Gross one P To this he replies 

II °i°l II 

Aph. 11. From its being applied to 
is Zllid^a Body 3 B ° dy H, [viz., to the Subtile one], it is ap- 
plied to the Body, which is the taber- 
nacle of the abiding thereof. 

a . But then, what proof is there of another body, — other 
than the one consisting of the six sheaths, — serving as a 
tabernacle for the Subtile Body? With reference to this, 
he says : 2 

Aph. 12. Not independently [can 

The Settle Body de- the Subtile Body exist], without that 
pendent on the Gross t J # J 

Body. [Gross Body]; just like a shadow and 

a picture. 

a. That is to say : the Subtile Body does not stand inde- 
pendently, ‘ without that/ i. e , without a support ; as a 
shadow, or as a picture, does not stand without a support. 
And so, having abandoned a Gross Body, in order to go 

1 >bnr!i(rf?fniT 

sir i (T*t? ii 

HR STthpUT fa HHTOfuRRiTf RTOIf II 
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to another world, it is settled that the Subtile Body takes 
another body, to serve as its tabernacle : such is the import. 1 

b. But then [it may be said], of the Subtile Body, since 
it is limited substance, as the Air, or the like, let the Ether 
[or Space], without [its] being attached [to anything], be 
the site : it is purposeless to suppose [its] attachment to 
anything else. To this he replies : 2 


II II 

C\ \ 


For it must hare a 
material support. 


Aph . 13. No, even though it be 
limited ; because of [its] association 
with masses ; just like the sun. 


a. Though it be limited, it does not abide independently, 
without association ; for, since, just like the sun, it consists 
of light, it is inferred to be associated with a mass : such is 
the meaning. All lights, the sun and the rest, are seen only 
under the circumstances of association [of the luminiferous 
imponderable] with earthy substances; and the Subtile Body 


1 fiRT ^TrT- 

fHiTUTTT ^ 

fqqfiwrfc i cr*n ^ 

ftnscftfa ii 

2 TTft^TrT^T •srRT^r 

vO C\ q 

fafa i cnrtf ii 
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consists of ‘ Purity/ which is Light: therefore it must be 
associated with the Elements. 1 

b . He determines the magnitude of the Subtile Body: 2 

ii S8 a 

Size of the SMle Aph. 14. It is of atomic magnitude ; 

Body% for there is a Scripture for its acting. 

a . ‘It/ the Subtile Body, is ‘of atomic magnitude/ i. e., 
limited, but not absolutely an atom ; because it is declared 
to have parts. Wherefore ? ‘For there is Scripture for its 
acting ; } i. e., because there is Scripture about its acting. 
When a thing is all-prevading, it cannot act ; [action being 
motion]. But the proper reading is, ‘because there is 
Scripture for its moving 


1 ^ U- 

C\ * vD 

shifts 

■arfkmfa f^nf ^ i 

^rW’WcTfiflrfir n 

2 fiinjsr ii 

3 The reading dSl^Cl on which Vijnana remarks, is 

/ 's) 

accepted by Nagtsa. 

Aniruddha is singular in here inserting, as an Aphorism : 


j Ed. 
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b. He states another argument for its being limited 


2 cr^*P?rF37ha 3 II °M II 


A nothrr proof of this. 


Aph. 15. Arul because there is Scrip- 
ture for its being formed of food. 


a . That is to say : it, viz., the Subtile Body, cannot be 
all-pervading ; because there is a Scripture for its being 
partially formed of food ; for, if it were all-prevading, it 
would be eternal. Although Mind, &c., are not formed of 
the Elements, still it is to be understood that they are 
spoken of as formed of food, &c. ; because they are filled with 
homogeneous particles, through contact with food; 4 [as 
the light of a lamp is supplied by contact with the oil]. 

b. For what purpose is the mundane existence, the 
migrating from one body to another [Gross] body, of Sub- 


i *§ct: i 

fbrcrab: i ^ w^fb i 

cnrfb^bftfb vizm nnlbbr: ii 

1 II 

2 Nagesa has the reading . Ed . 

3 Aniruddha and Nagesa omit the word xf . Ed . 
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tile Bodies, which are unintelligent ? With reference to 
this, he says: 1 

II ^ II 

Aph. 16. The mundane existence of 
migrate* Su>ltlle B ° dy Subtile Bodies is for the sake of Soul; 
just like a king’s cooks. 

a. That is to say : as the cooks of a king frequent the 
kitchens for the sake of the king, so the Subtile Bodies 
transmigrate for the sake of Soul. 2 

b. The Subtile Body has been discussed in respect of all 
its peculiarities. He now likewise discusses the Gross 
Body, also : 3 


WPOTfasfiT ll HS ll 


The Gross Body 
whence . 


Aph. 17. The Body consists of the 
five elements. 


1 unfirefert- 

2 *RT TTs?: HVSRITTVri UWTTT 

TTsrr^i f^ifsiftrren eqfu: 

fasro: ii 


fouftan i t- 
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a. That is to say : the Body is a modification of the five 
elements mingled. 1 

b. He mentions another opinion : 2 



Another opinion . 


Aph. 18. Some say it consists of four 
elements. 


a. This [is alleged] with the import that the Ether does 
not originate 8 [anything]. 


iNWTfflRiftTSTTrc 4 II ^ II 


Another opinion . 


Aph. 19. Others say that it consists 
of one element. 


a. The import is, that the body is of Earth only, and the 
other elements are merely supporters. Or ‘of one element 9 
means, of one or other element : 5 [see the Rosicrucian doc- 
trine in the Tarka-sangraha , § 13., &c]. 


1 xrairri *jcTT*rr fafknRi ^ 

33W H 


2 ii 


3 

4 



One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits the word 


Ed. 
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b. He tells us what is proved by the fact that the Body 
consists of the Elements : 1 

Aph. 20. Intellect is not natural [a 
o/orjmi-aiim 6 natural result of organization]; because 

it is not found in them severally. 

a. That is to say : since we do not find intellect in the 
separated Elements, intellect is not natural to the Body, — 
which consists of the Elements, — but is adventitious. 2 

b. He states another refutation 3 [of the notion that 
Intellect is a property of the Body] : 

II W II 

Aph. 21. And [if the Body had in- 

A further argument. na tuml to it,] there Would not 

be th<$ death, &c., of anything. 

a. That is to say : and, if the Body had intellect natural 
to it, there would not be the death, the profound sleep, &c., 
£ of anything/ of all things. For death, profound sleep, 
&c., imply the body’s being non-intelligent ; and this, if 
it were, by its own nature, intelligent, would not take 

^ smrrfw- 

fawph u 

! II 
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place ; because the essential nature of a thing remains as 
long as the thing remains. 1 

6. Pondering a doubt, as to the assertion [in § 20], viz., 

‘ because it is not found in them severally/ he repels it : 2 

rnpn?: ii ^ ii 

Apli. 22. If [you say that Intellect 
timVisjlfsefl!/. ***** results from organization, and that] it 
is like the power of something intoxi- 
cating, [the ingredients of which, separately, have no 
intoxicating power, we reply, that] this might arise, on 
conjunction, if we had seen, in each [element, something 
conducive to the result]. 

a . But then, as an intoxicating power, though not 
residing in the substances severally, resides in the mixed 
substance, so may Intellect, also, be ; if any one say this, 
it is not so. If it had been seen in each [constituent], its 
appearance in the compound might have had place ; but, in 
the case in question, it is not the case that it is seen in each. 


1 

sfa wi%rsr: i w> 

ff ^ ^WT- 

flfrt 

h ii 

2 W^SRT^ftffr fRTSJfT II 

MM ♦ 

3 Aniruddha and Yedanti Mahddeva read ^T^Tr^n^T. 

Ed. 
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Therefore, in the illustration [of something intoxicating 
resulting from mixture], it being established, by the In- 
stitutes, &c., that there is, in each ingredient, a subtile 
tendency to intoxicate, it is settled only that, at the time 
when these combine, there will be a manifestation of the 
[latent] power of intoxicating; but, in the thing illustrated, 
it is not established, by any proof whatsoever, that there is 
intelligence, in a subtile [or undeveloped] state, in the 
elements separately : such is the meaning. 1 

b . It was stated [§ 16,] that the Subtile Bodies trans- 
migrate for the sake of Soul. In regard to this, lie tells, in 
two aphorisms, by what operation, dependent on the birth 
of the Subtile Bodies, which means their transmigrations 
into Gross Bodies, what aims of Soul are accomplished: 2 


l _ _ 

VR ^TTf^fcT %5I I 

<J *T RRTfq RJTTVFT 

i ftreftfRrt: II 
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II II 


Purpose of the Subtile 
Body's taking a gross 
one. 


Aph . 23. From knowledge [acquired 
during mundane existence, comes] sal- 
vation, [SouFs chief 


a. That is to say : by the transmigration of the Subtile 
Body, through birth, there takes place the direct operation 
of discrimination [between Soul and Non-Soul] ; [and] 
thence, in the shape of emancipation, SouFs [chief] End. 1 


fwhnn ii & ii 

„ , . Aph . 24. Bondage [which may be 

viewed as one of the ends which boul 
could arrive at only through the Subtile Body,] is from 
Misconception. 

a . Through the transmigration of the subtile body, from 
misconception, there is that [less worthy] end of soul, in 
the shape of bondage, consisting of pleasure and pain : 
such is the meaning. 2 

b . Liberation and Bondage, [resulting] from knowledge 
and misconception [respectively], have been mentioned. 
Of these, in the first place, he explains Liberation [arising] 
from knowledge : 3 


1 feriwtfhcft 

if 

wtot Wcftenr: it 

3 i tr*T§ 


242 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


11 ii 


Aph. 25. Since this [viz., knowledge,] 
is the precise dause [of liberation], there 
is neither association [of anything else 
with it, e. g., good works,] nor alternativeness, [e. g., of 
good works, in its stead]. 


Knowledge has neither 
cooper at or nor substi- 
tute, in liberating Soul, 


a. In respect of there being neither association nor 
alternativeness, he states an illustration :* 


UTfiresraTfWwri 3 th- 
VTTTfin: « sf, II 

Aph. 26. The emancipation of Soul 
n.3 uimirtj..,. does no t depend on both [knowledge 

and works, or the like] ; as [any end that one aims at 
is not obtained] from dreams and from the waking state, 
[together, or alternatively, which are, severally,] illusory 
and not illusory. 

a. But, even if it be so, [some one may say,] there may 
be association, or alternativeness, of knowledge of the truth 
with that knowledge which is termed Worship of [the One, 
all-constitutive, divine] Soul ; since there is no illusoriness 
in this object of Worship. To this he replies : 2 


1 ^YRIUTf II 

cTHlf II 
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scTTOTfa n ii 

Aph. 27. Even of that other it is not 
aJSui&Z*" ° f complete. 

a. Even of 'that other,’ i. e., of the 
[just-mentioned] object of worship, the non-illusoriness 
is not complete ; because imaginary things, also, enter 
into [our conception of, and overlie, and disguise,] the 
object of worship, the [One, all-constitutive] Soul : such 
is the meaning. 1 

b. He states in what part [of it] is the illusoriness of 
the [object of] Worship, 2 [just referred to] : 

uwfejfrswr n ii 

Aph. 28. Moreover, it is in what is 

Where the fault applies. * • .j a/l j. • .i r-n i 

J 11 fancied that it is thus [illusory]. 

a . That is to say : c moreover, it is thus/ i. e., moreover, 
there is illusoriness, in that portion of the thing meditated 
which [portion of it] is fancied by the Mind, [while it 
does not exist in reality] ; for, the object of worship having 
been declared in such texts as, ‘ All this, indeed, is 
Brahma/ 3 the illusoriness belongs entirely to that portion 
[of the impure conception of c the All } which presents 
itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect] of the 
world. 4 


1 sawnvrcrercsj 

* 'smwfq *nfa?sri ii 

3 Chhdndogya Upanishad , iii., xiv., 1. Ed % 
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b. Then what profit is there in Worship? With refer- 
ence to this, he declares [as follows] r 1 



JFtfrRcT II *<> II 

6 \ 


Aph. 29. From the achievement of 
The fruxt of Worship. wor8 hip termed] meditation there 

is, to the pure [Soul], all [power] ; like Nature. 


a. Through the effecting of the worship which is termed 
meditation, there becomes, to the ‘ pure/ i. e., the sinless. 
Soul, all power ; as belongs to Nature : such is the 
meaning. That is to say : as Nature creates, sustains, and 
destroys, so also the Purity of the understanding of the 
worshipper, by instigating Nature, creates, &c. 2 [But 
this is not Liberation, or Soul’s chief end.] 

b. It has been settled that Knowledge alone is the means 
of Liberation. Now he mentions the means of Know- 
ledge : 3 


TO TOTfbt I 

^ t nD 
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iftfh ii 
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II 30 II 

Removal of obstacle s A P h > 30. Meditation is [the cause of] 

to knowledge. the removal of Desire. 

a. That is to say : Meditation is the cause of the removal 
of that affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderer 
of knowledge. 1 

b. With advertence to the fact that knowledge arises 
from the effectuation of Meditation, and not from merely 
commencing upon it, he characterizes the effectuation of 
Meditation :* 

a $<\ a 

& 

Aph. 31. It [Meditation,] is perfected 
poinfpcrfZll. Qt UhU b y the repelling of the modifications 
[of the Mind, which ought to be ab- 
stracted from all thoughts of anything] . 

a. He mentions also the means of Meditation : s 

a a 

Aph. 32. This [Meditation,] is per- 
mc^itattT comlacice to fected by Restraint, Postures, and one's 
Duties. 


3 *mj?TRITf a 
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a. That is to say: Meditation results from the triad, 
which shall be mentioned, viz., Restraint, &C. 1 

b. By means of a triad of aphorisms he characterizes, in 
order, Restraint, &c. : 2 


ii ?? ii 3 


Restraint of the breath. 


Aph. 33. Restraint [of the breath] is 
by means of expulsion and retention. 


a. That it is 'of the breath 9 is gathered from the 
notoriousness 4 [of its being so]. 


b . He characterizes Postures, which come next in order: 5 


farcwff mreq u a 

S0 \ 

Aph. 34. Steady and [promoting] 
l osutres. ease is a [suitable] Posture. 

a. That is to say : that is a Posture which, being 
steady, is a cause of pleasure ; such as the crossing of the 
arms. 6 


1 sini 

rftepit: ii 

Cn 

3 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva transpose Aphorisms 33 
and 34. Ed. 
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b. He characterizes one’s Duty : 1 

II $M II 


One's duty . 


Aph. 35. One’s Duty is the per- 
formance of the actions prescribed 
for one’s religious order. 

a. Simple. 2 


ii ?f, n 


Knowledge by Concen- 
tration how attained . 


Aph. 36. Through Dispassion and 
Practice. 


a. Simply through mere Practice, in the shape of Medi- 
tation, accompanied by Dispassion, Knowledge, with its 
instrument. Concentration, takes place in the case of those 
who are most competent [to engage in the matter] : such 
is the meaning. Thus has liberation through knowledge 
been expounded. 3 

b. After this, the cause of Bondage, viz., Misconception, 
declared in [the assertion,] ‘ Bondage is from Miscon- 
ception/ [§ 24], is to be expounded. Here he first states 
the nature of Misconception : 4 


1 11 

2 wiwr II 

\ 

3 ^TmwffcTT- 

fi=THn§: I <T^f ^T^ITrT: II 
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ii $$ ii 

Aph. 37. The kinds of Misconcep- 

Misconception divided. , • r . 

tion are nve. 

a. That is to say: the subdivisions of Misconception, 
which is the cause of Bondage, are Ignorance, Egoism, 
Desire, Aversion, and Fear of Dissolution ; the five men- 
tioned in the Yoga? [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II., §3’]. 

b. Having stated the nature of Misconception, he states 
also the nature of its cause, viz., Disability : s 



The varieties of Dis- Aph. 38. But Disability is of twenty- 
^ility. eight sorts. 5 


a. Simple ;® [as explained in the Yoga]. 


TOTf II 

2 The five are there called ‘ afflictions* (kies a). Ed , 

^URTf II 

4 This word is omitted by Aniruddha and by Vedanti Maha- 
deva. j Ed, 

6 See, for these, Dr. Ballantyne’s edition of the Tattwa-samdsa, 
§ 63 . Ed, 

6 ^J|HU || 

vO s 



BOOK III., ABH. 41. 


249 


b. In a couple of aphorisms he mentions [those] two. 
Acquiescence and Perfection, on the prevention of which 
come two sorts of Disability of the Understanding: 1 

crfotw ii ii 

, Aph. 39. Acquiescence is of nine 

Acquiescence. 

sorts. 

a. He will, himself, explain how it is of nine sorts.* 

II So II 

Perfections. Aph. 40. Perfection is of eight sorts. 

a. This, also, he will, himself, explain. 3 

b. Of the aforesaid, viz., Misconception, Disability, Ac- 
quiescence, and Perfection, since there may be a desire to 
know the particulars, there is, in order, a quaternion of 
aphorisms : 4 

to ii Ss ii 
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11 

* aniwzt tow wfa 11 

’ art 11 





THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


Their subdivisions . 


Aph. 41. The subdivisions [of Mis- 
conception] are as [declared] aforetime. 


a. The subdivisions of Misconception, which, in a general 
way, have been stated as five, are to be understood to be 
particularized ‘as aforetime,’ i. e., just as they have been 
declared by preceding teachers : they are not explained 
here, for fear of prolixity : such is the meaning. 1 


a 8 * 11 


Aph. 42. So of the other [viz., Dis- 

Of Ms further. 

a. That is to say : ‘ so,’ i. e., just as aforetime [§ 41], the 
divisions ‘of the other,’ viz., of Disability, also, which are 
twenty-eight, are to be understood, as regards their par- 
ticularities. 2 




Acquiescence divided. 


Aph. 43. Acquiescence is ninefold, 
through the distinctions of *the in- 


ternal and the rest.’ 


1 $ suw 


n>rer 
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a. This aphorism is explained by a memorial verse, 1 
[No. 50 2 ]. 


ftrfs: n sjg ii 

r 44 Through Reasoning, fe„ 
[which are its subdivisions,] Perfec- 
tion [is eightfold] . 

a. That is to say : Perfection is of eight kinds, through 
its divisions, viz., Reasoning, &c. This aphorism, also, 
has been explained in a memorial verse, 3 [No 51 4 ]. 


1 ^ Wi WTiT^T ^T^TTcTTT ii 

2 Quoted below, from the SanJchya-lcarikd , with Mr. John Davies’s 
translation : 

i 

vr rre^tsfa- 

*rm: ii 

‘ Nine varieties of acquiescence are set forth ; four internal, named 
from Nature, means, time, and fortune; five external, relating to 
abstinence from objects of sense/ Ed. 

3 fafwvr l 

ijv ^Tft^Pn ii 

4 Here appended, with Mr. Davies’s translation : 

^ fhwsvt ftre: vvrs y i fafav : n 

4 The eight perfections (or means of acquiring perfection) are reason- 
ing (liha), word or oral instruction ( s'abda ), study or reading ( adhya • 
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b. But then, how is it said that Perfection consists only 
of ‘ Reasoning, &c.,' seeing that it is determined, in all the 
Institutes, that the eight Perfections, viz., [the capacity of 
assuming] atomic bulk, &c., result from recitations, 
austerity, meditation, &c. ? To this he replies : x 

ftr^rr it 8 m w 

Aph. 45. Not from any other [than 
fended. enumera * ion ** what we have just stated does real 
Perfection arise ; because what does 
arise therefrom, e.g., from austerities, is] without abandon- 
ment of something else, [viz., Misconception]. 

a. 'From any other/ i. e., from anything different from 
the pentad, * Reasoning, &c./ e. g., from Austerity, &c., 
there is no real Perfection. Why ? ' Without abandon- 

ment of something else;* i. e., because that Perfection 
[which you choose to call such] takes place positively 
without abandonment of something else, i. e., of Misconcep- 
tion : therefore [ that Perception], since it is no antagonist 
to mundane existence, is only a semblance of a Perfection, 
and not a real Perfection : such is the meaning. 2 


yana ), the suppression of the three kinds of pain, acquisition of friends, 
and liberality ( dana ). The three fore-mentioned (conditions) are 
checks to perfection/ Ed. 
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b. Now the individuated creation, which was mentioned 
concisely in the assertion, ‘There is distinction of in- 
dividuals through diversity of desert/ [§ 10], is set forth 
diffusely : l 


II Hi II 


The creation viewed in 
its parts . 


Aph. 46. [The creation is that] of 
which the subdivisions are the de- 
mons, &c. 


a. Supply, such is that creation, of which ‘the sub- 
divisions/ the included divisions, are the demons, &c. This 
is explained in a memorial verse/ [No. 53 s ]. 


UUKTvfbrfs'tHTiBT fasiTUTU *i<j m- 


1 mwff *rehn- 

2 %nf^: ht ?r«n 

nfeftfa i n 

3 It here follows, with the translation of Mr. Davies : 

5Srefacfr?n TP3VT *T^fcT I 

nnraat ii 

9 

i The divine class has eight varieties ; the animal, five. Mankind 
is single in its class. This is, in summary, the world (sarga, emana- 
tion,) of living things/ Ed. 
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b. He states that the aforesaid subdivided creation, also, 
is for the sake of Soul : l 


II 8$ II 

This creation, also, /or Aph. 47. From Brahmadown to a 

Soul’s sake. post, for its [Soul's,] sake is creation, 

till there be discrimination [between Soul and Nature]. 

a. He mentions, further, the division of the subdivided 
creation, in three aphorisms : 2 


II 8b II 


The celestial world. 


Aph. 48. Aloft, it [the creation,] 
abounds in [the quality of] Purity. 


a. That is to say : * aloft/ above the world of mortals, the 
creation has chiefly [the Quality of] Purity. 3 



: h 8Q. h 


Aph. 49. Beneath, it [the creation,] 

The infernal world. abounda in Darkness. 


a. ‘ Beneath/ that is to say, under the world of mortals. 4 




II 
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II MO || 


Aph. 50. In the midst, it [the crea- 
The world Of mortals. t ion,] abounds in Passion. 

a. ‘ In the midst/ that is to say, in the world of mortals. 1 

b. But then, for what reason are there, from one single 
Nature, creations diverse in having, affluently, purity and 
the rest ? With reference to this, he says : 2 



II W II 


Aph. 51. By reason of diversity of 
diver Jsl^ atUre ° perate * desert is Nature’s [diverse] behaviour ; 

like a born-slave. 


a. Just by reason of diverse desert is the behaviour of 
Nature, as asserted, in the shape of diversity of operation. 
An illustration of the diversity is [offered in the example] , 
‘ like a born-slave.’ That is to say : as, of him who is a 
slave from the embryo-state upwards, there are, through 
the aptitude arising from the habit 3 of being a dependant, 
various sorts of behaviour, i. e., of service, for the sake 
of his master, so 1 [does Nature serve Soul in various 
ways]. 


1 wsbc* n 

* IT* Hffi: fsftnR TT^I- 

HlfU 

3 Vdsand. Vide supra , p. 20, note 2. J Ed. 
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b. But then, if the creation aloft is abundant in Purity 
[the element of joy], since Soul’s object is really thereby 
effected, what need is there of Liberation ? To this he 
replies 


: II M* H 

Why Heaven is to be A P h ' 52 - Even there there is returI1 
shunned. [to miserable states of existence] : it is 

to be shunned, by reason of the successive subjections to 
birth, [from which the inhabitants of Heaven enjoy no 
immunity] . 

a. Moreover : 2 

SJTR 3 || II 

Aph. 53. Alike [belongs to all] the 

Transitoriness of 

heavenly bliss. sorrow produced by decay and death. 



i nArs iwrmvxi ^t- 

H^rfcT ii 

1 TOfiwrran ?rf | rnr 

TJcT f4 Al^frT I cf^Tf II 


Ed. 


8 Vedanti Mahadeva has, instead of 
4 Nagesa, according to my sol© MS., has srewoniftj:- 
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a . Common to all alike, those that are aloft and those 
beneath, beginning with Brahma and ending with a stock, 
is the ‘ sorrow produced by decay and death , ; therefore, 
moreover, it [heaven,] is to be shunned : such is the 
meaning. 1 

b . What need of more? The end is not effected by 
absorption into the cause, either ; as he tells us : 2 



Absorption into Na- 54. Not by absorption into the 

ture ineffectual. cause is there accomplishment of the 

end ; because, as in the case of one who has dived, there is 
a rising again. 

a . In the absence of knowledge of the distinction 
[between Soul and Nature], when indifference towards 
Mind, &c., has resulted from worship of Nature, then 
absorption into Nature takes place ; for it is declared : 
‘Through Dispassion there is absorption into Nature/ 
Even through this, i.e., the absorption into the cause, the 
end is not gained; ‘because there is a rising again ; as in 
the case of one who has dived/ As a man who has dived 
under water rises again, exactly so do Souls which have been 
absorbed into Nature reappear, [at the commencement of a 
new annus magnus], in the condition of Lords ; because it is 

3^: h 

2 ftp ^f^TT I SPRTST H 

V V 

snt h 
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impossible that one's Faults should be consumed, without a 
familiarity with the distinction [between Soul and Nature], 
in consequence of the reappearance of Passion, by reason of 
the non -destruction of habits, 1 &c. : such is the meaning. 2 

<5. But then, the cause is not by any one caused to act. 
Being independent, then, why does she [Nature,] make that 
grief-occasioning resurrection of her own worshipper ? 
To this he replies: 3 

’STwWsfa T?T^3rsTOT<T II MM II 

Aph. 55. Though she be not con- 

Nalure free to act , , . 

yet guided by an end. strained to act, yet this is fatting ; 

because of her being devoted to another. 


i To render sanslcdra. Ed. 


Itmi n- 

tRt *r^rra i awiFRi- 
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а . Though Nature is ‘not constrained to act/ not insti- 
gated, not subject to the will of another, yet 'this is fitting/ 
it is proper that he who is absorbed in her should rise 
again. Why ? ‘ Because of her being devoted to another / 
i. e., because she seeks Soul’s end. The meaning is, that 
he who is absorbed in her is again raised up, by Nature^ 
for the sake of Soul’s end, which consists in knowledge 
of the distinction [between Nature and Soul]. And Soul’s 
end, and the like, are not constrainers of Nature, but 
occasions for the energizing of her whose very being is to 
energize ; so that there is nothing detracted from her 
independence. 1 

б. He mentions, further, a proof that Soul rises from 
absorption into Nature : 2 

u ff ^tfwshi^T II Mtf n 

The vain of absorption Aph, 56. [He who is absorbed into 
into Nature. Nature must rise again ;] for he becomes 

omniscient and omnipotent [in a subsequent creation]. 

rr$Fi: I 3?rf: I 

x- 

hw i Sost: fa 5 

n^Pa^Mratrar: ifaln fafaafatfa ar 

rPWSffa: 11 
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a. For ‘he/ viz., he who, in a previous creation, was 
absorbed into the Cause, in a subsequent creation becomes 
‘omniscient and omnipotent;’ the Lord, the First Spirit. 1 

b. But then, if that be so, it is impossible to deny’ a 
Lord, [which, nevertheless, the Sankhyas seem to do]. To 
this he replies :* 

fW ii ms ii 

In what mm there A P h ; 57. The existence of such a 
M a Lord. Lord is a settled point. 

a . It is quite agreed, by all, that there is an emergent 
Lord, he who had been absorbed into Nature ; for the 
ground of dispute [between Sankhyas and the rest,] is 
altogether about an eternal Lord : such is the meaning. 4 

b. He expounds diffusely the motive for Nature's 
creating, which was mentioned only indicatorily in the 
first aphorism of the Second Book : 5 


2 Pratishedha , on which vide supra , p. 112, note 3. JSd . 
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UVFWfe: xn^T 3f- 

«T«fcT II Mb II 

Aph . 58. Nature’s creating is for the 
Nature' s disinterested* i p .v ,1 v ? 

new. sake oi another, though it be sponta- 

neous ; — for she is not the experiencer ; 
— like a cart’s carrying saffron [for the sake of its 

a. But then, it is quite impossible that Nature, being 
unintelligent, should be, spontaneously, a creator ; for we 
see that a cart, or the like, operates only by reason of 
the efforts of another. To this he replies: 1 



HVTO3T II Ml II 


Nature's spontaneous 
action illustrated. 


Aph. 59. Though she be unintelli- 
gent, yet Nature acts ; as is the case with 
milk. 


a. That is to say : as milk, without reference to men’s 
efforts, quite of itself changes into the form of curd, so 
Nature, although she be unintelligent, changes into the 
form of Mind, &c., even without the efforts of any other.- 


1 HVPWII^fWW WrjirM HT- 

v® 6 

<r*i? ii 
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b. This is not rendered tautological by this aphorism, 

‘ As the cow for the calf/ [Book II., § 37] ; because there 
the question was only of the operation of instruments, and 
because cows are intelligent. 1 

c. By means of the exhibition of another illustration, he 
mentions the cause of the thing asserted as aforesaid : 2 

SfiTvTT^: 3 II II 

& 

Aph . 60. Or as is the case with the 
Another illustration. acts [or on-goings] — for we see them — 
of Time, &c. 

a. Or as is the case with the acts [or on-goings,] of 
Time, &c., the spontaneous action of Nature is proved from 
what is seen. The action of Time, for example, takes place 
quite spontaneously, in the shape of one season's now 
departing and another's coming on : let the behaviour of 
Nature, also, be thus; for the supposition conforms to 
observed facts : such is the meaning. 4 


srsh n 



: ironra vp-fcft- 
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3 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has | Ed . 
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b. But, still, a senseless Nature would never energize, or 
would energize the wrong way ; because of there being [in 
her case,] no such communing as, * This is my means of 
producing experience, &c/ To this he replies : 1 

ii is II 

V \ 

Aph. 61. From her own nature she 
i.ahit. Ure acts f rom acts, not from thought ; like a ser- 
vant. 

a. That is to say : as, in the case of an excellent servant, 
naturally, just from habit, 2 the appointed and necessary 
service of the master is engaged in, and not with a view to 
his own enjoyment, just so does Nature energize from 
habit alone. 3 


ftrafa <^T?T v I 3TW *T^rrfic<Tra 
IT^cT FTrT T& 

f&Ai n 


1 rRTfa i?TnT%TV^rft?f(T H%- 
^nf^^rTT ^ xnrfit: *zjtct i u 

V \ 

2 As here, so again just below, this word renders sanskara. Ed . 
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Or through the influx 
tnce of Desert, 


Aph. 62. Or from attraction by De- 
serts, which have been from eternity. 


a. Here the word * or ’ is for connecting [this aphorism 
with the preceding one]. Since Desert has been from 
eternity, therefore, moreover, through attraction by Deserts, 
the energizing of Nature is necessary and rightly distri- 
buted : 2 such is the meaning. 8 

b. It being thus settled, then, that Nature is creative for 
the sake of another, he tells us, in the following section, 4 
that, on the completion of that other’s purpose. Liberation 
takes place through Nature’s quite spontaneously ceasing 
to act : 6 




H H 


1 Aniruddha inserts after ^T- Ed. 

2 STJfR I ^H'PTrsrrr: Sfi- 

* See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 36. Ed, 

4 Read, instead of ‘ in the following section/ ‘by an enunciation.' 
Ed, 
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Apk. 63. From discriminative know- 
ledge there is a cessation of Nature's 
creating ; as is the case with a cook, 
when the cooking has been performed. 


Nature desists when 
the end is gained. 


a. When Soul's aim has been accomplished, by means 
of indifference to all else, through discriminative knowledge 
of Soul, Nature's creating ceases; as, when the cooking 
is completed, the labour of the cook ceases : such is the 
meaning. 1 

b. But, at that rate, since Nature’s creating ceases 
through the production of discriminative knowledge in 
the case of a single Soul, we should find all liberated. 
To this he replies : 2 



Liberation of one in- Aph. 64. Another remains like an- 
voivee not that of ail. ot h e r, through her fault. 

a. But * another,’ i. e., one devoid of discriminative know- 
ledge, remains f like another,' i. e., just like one bound by 


v!) 

_______ g ____£ 

■anxTTU t^T^rTrT T&W II 
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3 Aniruddha’s lection of this Aphorism is : 
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Nature. Why? ‘Through her fault/ i.e., through the 
fault which may be described as her not accomplishing that 
soul’s aim : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He mentions the fruit of Nature’s ceasing to act : 2 

ii 

Aph . 65. [The fruit of Nature's 
what. erah0n consisis ceasing to act], the solitariness of both 
[Nature and Soul], or [which comes to 
the same thing,] of either, is liberation. 

a. ‘ Of both/ i.e., of Nature and Soul, the c solitariness/ 
i.e., the being alone, the mutual disjunction, in short, this 
is liberation. 3 

b. But then, how would Nature, having attained indif- 
ference, through the mood in the shape of discrimination, 
on the liberation of a single Soul, again engage in creation, 
for the sake of another Soul ? And you are not to say 
that this is no objection, because Nature consists of different 
portions, [it is not another Nature, but the same]; because 
we see, that, even out of the [mortal] constituents of the 


wpT f?ref?T i i hvftcN 
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liberated person, viz., his dust, &c., things are created for 
the experience of another. To this he replies : x 

4 sNtor: # li ll 


1 fa- 

v!) ^ t 

W rraifa: vn: *nh infa- 

cira i * ^ sfa 1 *T^i 

STOI’IWRft >b”I- 

s!5 c 

K%rxRTfcfk i tnn?ii 


2 Nagesa has • Ed. 

3 Vijuana’s genuine reading seems to be fsreats . His com- 

ment, however, recognizes also fa*s*fas, the reading of Ani- 
ruddha. One MS. of his work which has been consulted has, like 
Vedanti Mahadeya, Nagesa has Ed. 


•-a ® 9 instead of -fa 0 , appears to have very little good 
warrant; and Dr. Ballantyne, indeed, translates ^cj ^ not JJJ c| • Ed. 

6 Of this Aphorism, and of the comment on it, MSS. of Vijnana’s 
treatise afford a much better text than that here reprinted. In one 
of its more approved forms, that which Vijnana seems to elect, the 

original enunciation runs thus : 

$H ^5 ( Tjf ff lp3(^Z| l ‘ Furthermore, she [Na- 

ture,] does not give over effecting creation, with reference to another, 
[i. e., another soul than that of the spiritual sage, though she creates 
for such a sage no longer ; and she acts, in so doing,] analogously to 
a snake, with reference to him who is unenlightened as to the real 




268 


THE BANKHYA APHORISMS. 


Aph. 66. Moreover, [when Nature 
J,°li not aZuT.' * tas left off distressing the emancipated,] 
she does not desist, in regard to her 
creative influence on another ; as is the case with the 
snake, [which ceases to be a terror,] in respect of him who 
is aware of the truth in regard to the rope [which another 
mistakes for a snake] . 

a. Nature, though, in respect of one Soul, she have de- 
sisted, in consequence of discriminative knowledge, does not 
desist as regards her creative influence on another Soul, 
but does create in respect of that one ; as the snake [so 
to speak,] does not produce fear, &c., in the case of him 
who is aware of the truth in regard to the rope, but does 
produce it, in respect of him who is ignorant [that what 


character of the rope * [which is mistaken for it ; this illusory snake 
keeping him constantly in a state of alarm, though it ceases to affect 
him who has discovered that it is nothing more formidable than a 
yard or two of twisted hemp]. More closely, so far as regards the 
construction of the original : ‘ Furthermore, in like manner as a snake 

goes on influencing him who [Nature persists] in effecting 

creation,* &c. 

That upardga , as embodied in the expression srishtyupardga, 
signifies ‘causing,* ‘effecting,’ is the view of both Aniruddha and 
Vedanti Mahadeva, who define it by Jcarana . 

The Aphorism in question, mainly as just exhibited, together with 
preferable deviations from the comment as given by Dr. Ballantyne, 
will be found at p. 13 of the variants appended to my edition of the 
Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya . Nagesa, following Vijnana very 


closely, explains the Aphorism as follows : TJ'SJJ 
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he looks upon is a rope, and not a snake] : such is the 
meaning. And Nature is likened to a snake, because of 
her disguising Soul, which is likened to a rope. Certain 
unintelligent persons, calling themselves Vedantzs, having 
quite failed to understand that such is the drift of such 
examples as those of the rope, the snake, &c., suppose that 
Nature is an absolute nothing, or something merely 
imaginary. The matters of Scripture and of the legal 
institutes are to be elucidated by means of this [or that] 
example offered by the Sankhyas , who assert the reality of 
Nature : it is not the case that the matter is simply esta- 
blished to be as is the example ; 1 [the analogy of which is 
not to be overstrained, as if the cases were parallel 
throughout]. 


sfiBfafhTraFrra ii ii 
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Another consideration Aph. 67. And from connexion with 

W hy Nature should act D esert; w hi c h is the Cause. 

a. f Desert/ which is the cause of creation, in consequence 
of the conjunction of this, also, she creates, for the sake of 
another Soul [than the emancipated one] : such is the 
meaning. 1 

b. But then, since all Souls are alike indifferent, inas- 
much as they do not desire [Nature’s interference], what 
is it that here determines Nature to act only in regard to 
this one, and to desist in regard to that one ? And Desert 
is not the determiner ; because here, too, there is nothing 
to determine of which Soul what is the Desert ; [Desert 
being inferrible only from, and, therefore, not cognizable 
antecendently to, its fruits]. To this he replies: 2 

TO II §fb II 

Nature's selection how Aph, 68* Though there is [on Soul s 

determined. part, this] indifference, yet want of dis- 

crimination is the cause of Nature’s service. 
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a. That is to say : although Souls are indifferent, yet 
Nature, just through [her own] non-discrimination, saying, 
f This is my master/ ‘ This is I myself/ serves Souls, [to- 
wards their eventual emancipation], by creation, &c. And 
so, to what Soul, not having discriminated herself [there- 
from], she has the habit 1 of showing herself, in respect just 
of that one does Nature energize ; and this it is that 
determines her : such is the import. 2 

b. Since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist, 
even when discrimination has taken place ? To this he 
replies : 8 

mi 

Nature energizes only Aph. 09. Like a dancer does she, 
tm the end is attuned. tbough she had been energizing, desist ; 

because of the end's having been attained. 

a . Nature’s disposition to energize is only for the sake 
of Soul, and not universally. Therefore is it fitting that 



1 Vdsand. Vide supra , p. 29, note 2. Ed. 
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Nature should desist, though she has been energizing, when 
the end has been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of 
Soul’s aim ; as a dancer, who has been performing, 
with the view of exhibiting a dance to the spectators, 
desists, on the accomplishment of this : such is the mean- 
ing. 1 


b. He states another reason for the cessation: 2 

T5TCT II $o || 

, Aph. 70. Moreover, when her fault 

This illustrated. . - 1 

is known, .Nature does not approach 
[Soul] ; like a woman of good family. 

a . That is to say : Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul's 
having seen her fault, — in her transformations, and her 
taking the shape of pain, &c., — does not again approach 
Soul; 'like a woman of good family/ i.e.; as a [frail] woman 
of good family, ashamed at ascertaining that her fault 
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has been seen by her husband, does not approach her 
husband. 1 2 

b. But then, if Nature’s energizing be for the sake of 
Soul, Soul must be altered by Bondage and Liberation, 
[and not remain the unalterable entity which you allege it 
to be]. To this he replies: 3 


II II 


Aph . 71. Bondage and Liberation 
do not actually belong to Soul, [and 
would not even appear to do so,] but 
for non-discrimination. 


Snu^s relation to 
Rundaye . 


a . Bondage and Liberation, consisting in the conjunction 
of Pain, and its disjunction, do not 1 actually/ i. e., really, 
belong to Soul; but, in the way mentioned in the fourth 
aphorism, they result only from non-diserimination : such 
is the meaning. 4 


1 ■qfTTTnfa^: ^T^rnf^re^i- 

^fwrRT: iffr wi xrere- 

^rspf^Trsrr ^TfuHT n ^ 
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*mfcT II 

2 See the Rational Refutation , & c., p. 61. 
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b. But, in reality, Bondage and Liberation, as declared, 
belong to Nature alone : so he asserts : 1 



II II 


Bondage is really 
Nature's. 


Aph. 72. They really belong to Na- 
ture, through consociation ; like a beast. 


a • Bondage and Liberation, through Pain, really belong 
to Nature, 2 ‘ through consociation/ i. e., through her being 
hampered by the habits, &c., which are the causes of 
Pain ; as a beast, through its being hampered by a 
rope, experiences Bondage and Liberation : such is the 
meaning. 3 

b. Here, by what causes is there Bondage ? Or by what 
is there Liberation ? To this he replies : 4 


iT 

II 

2 Read: ‘ Bondage and Liberation belong to Nature alone; be- 
cause to it, in truth, belongs misery/ Hid. 
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^rorfcr tor 1 %r^tr- 
II s$ II 

-4M* 73. In seven ways does Nature 

How Nature binds i • j i ip i*i at *n 
and liberate* herself . herself; like the silk- worm: in 

one way does she liberate herself. 

a. By Merit, Dispassion, Supernatural Power, Demerit, 
Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and Want of Power, viz., by 
habits, causes of Pain, in the shape of these seven, ‘ does 
Nature bind herself’ with Pain; f like the silk- worm ; ’ i. e., 
as the worm that makes the cocoon binds itself by means 
of the dwelling which itself constructs. And that same 
Nature liberates herself from Pain ‘ in one wav,’ i.e., by 
Knowledge alone : such is the meaning. 3 

b. But then, that which you assert, viz., that Bondage 
and Liberation result from Non-discrimination alone, is 
improper ; because Non-discrimination can neither be 


1 Nagesa has . Ed. 

2 Aniruddha and Vodanti Mahadeva have 

. Ed. 
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quitted nor assumed, and because, in the world. Pain, and 
its negative, Pleasure, &c., can, themselves, be neither 
quitted nor assumed : otherwise, [if you still insist on 
retaining the opinion objected to], there is disparagement 
of sense-evidence. Having pondered this, he himself [not 
leaving it to a commentator,] explains what was asserted 
in the fourth aphorism : 1 


. . Aph. 74. Non-discrimination is the 

An objection met . 1 

cause [not the thing itself] ; [so that] 
there is no disparagement of sense-evidence. 

a. What was asserted before was this, that Non-dis- 
crimination is only the occasion of Bondage and Liberation 
in souls, and not that Non-discrimination itself is these two ; 
therefore ‘ there is no disparagement of sense- evidence •/ 
[for, though we see that Pain and Pleasure cannot be 
directly assumed or quitted, yet we also see that causes of 
them can be assumed or quitted] : such is the meaning. 3 
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b. He mentions, among the means conducive to Dis- 
crimination, Study, which is the essence of them : 1 

3tTUTf^lifu- 
ft: « -9M ii 


Aph. 75. Discrimination is perfected 
through abandonment [of everything], 
expressed by a ‘ No, No/ through study 
of the [twenty-five] Principles. 


Means of Discrimi- 
nation. 


a . Discrimination is effected through study of the 
Principles, in the shape of abandoning, by a ‘ No, No/ 
in regard to things unintelligent, ending with Nature, the 
conceit [that Nature, or any of her products, is Soul]. 
All the others [enumerated in the list of means] are only 
supplemental to Study : such is the meaning. 2 


6. He states a speciality in regard to the perfecting of 
Discrimination : 3 


faw II Si? II 


1 f 

II 

2 TT^frlV^^ ^frT 

& vO ^ 

s II 

4 Vedanti Mahadeva has . Ed. 



278 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


Aph. 76. Through the difference of 
nImeZ^Cfe. effiCa ' those competent [to engage in the 
matter at all], there is no necessity 
[that each and every one should at once he successful]. 

a. Since there is a division, among those competent, into 
the sluggish, &c., though study be made, there is no cer- 
tainty that, in this very birth, Discrimination will be 
accomplished : such is the meaning. Therefore, every one 
should, by strenuousness in study, acquire for himself the 
highest degree of competency : such is the import. 1 

b. He states that Liberation takes place solely through 
the effecting of Discrimination, and not otherwise : 2 

II SS II 

Aph. 77. Since what [Pain] has been 
repelled returns again, there comes, 
even from medium [but imperfect,] 
Discrimination, experience, [which it is desired to get en- 
tirely rid of]. 

a. But sluggish Discrimination [lower even than the 


1 fwrrasw- 

HTcfR: hvRvftfff hr: ii 
! fireiKT II 

3 The reading of Aniruddha is . Ed. 
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middling variety], antecedently to direct intuition, consists 
only of Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating : such is the 
division 1 [of Discrimination]. 

sfopwsra" II st II 

0/ Liberation during Aph. 78. And he who, living, is libe- 
li f*- rated. 

a. That is to say : he, also, who, while living, is liberated 
is just in the condition of medium Discrimination. 3 

b. He adduces evidence for there being some one libe- 
rated, though still living : 4 

: n u 

„ , Aph. 79. It is proved by the fact of 

instructed and instructor. 

a . That is to say : it is proved that there are such as are 
liberated during life, by the mention, in the Institutes, on 
the subject of Discrimination, 5 of the relation of preceptor 



1 

sfh fwn: ii 

2 The is omitted by Vedauti Mahadeva. Ed. 

n!) 

II 

4 muwri ii 

5 This I have substituted for ‘ Liberation,’ a mere oversight. Ed. 
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and pupil ; i. e., because it is only one liberated during life 
that can be an instructor 1 [in this matter]. 

^rf(TO 2 II bo ll 

Further proof. Aph. 80. And there is Scripture. 

a. There is also Scripture for there being persons 
liberated during life. 3 

b. But then, merely through hearing, too, one might 
become [qualified to be] an instructor. To this he replies : * 

II bS II 


A „ , Aph . 81. [And not through merely 

A suggestion repelled. . . L . ° J 

hearing is one qualified to become ail 
instructor] : otherwise, there were blind tradition. 

a . That is to say : otherwise, since even a person of slug- 
gish Discrimination [but who, yet, had heard would be 
an instructor, we should have a blind handing down 5 [of 
doctrines which would speedily become corrupted or lost]. 


1 vrngi* 

ii 

2 None of the commentators but Vijmina recognizes an Aphorism 
in these words ; and it is very doubtful whether even he does so. Ed. 

s!5 

4 WTcT I II 

5 fjcTWT 
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b. But then, when, through Knowledge, one’s works 
[which are the cause of mundane existence,] have perished, 
how can there [still] be life ? To this he replies : 1 

II b* II 

Aph. 82. Possessed of a body, [the 

How life is compatible • . , T • l Tl 

u-ith Liberuton. emancipated sage goes on living] ; like 

the whirling of a wheel. 

a . Even on the cessation of the action of the potter, the 
wheel, of itself, revolves for some time, in consequence of 
the motal inertia resulting from the previous action. So, 
after knowledge, though actions do not arise, yet, through 
the [self-continuant] action of antecedent acts, possessing 
an energizing body, he remains living, yet liberated; 2 
[and, if he did not, but if every one who gained true 
knowledge were, on gaining it, to disappear, true know- 
ledge would cease to be handed down orally ; and Kapila, 
probably, did not contemplate books, or did not think 
these a secure depository of the doctrine] : such is the 
meaning. 3 


1 i 

nwn? ii 

2 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation , <fcc., 
p. 31. Ed. 

t, Cv 

faRrfim Tf Sfi SRfa I sTRT^ 35HT- 

ii 
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1. But then, since the continuance 1 of experience, &c., 
is put an end to by that f Meditation with distinct recog- 
nition of the object/ which [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I., 
§ 17, 2 ] is the cause of knowledge, how can one retain a 
body ? To this he replies : 3 

h h 

Aph. 83. This [retention of a body] 

Difficulty of shuffling • • j r i.i_ i i m <? 

Of this mortal coil. 18 occasioned by the least vestige of 

impression. 

a. That is to say : the retention of a body is caused by 
even the least remains of those impressions 4 of objects 
which are the causes of having a body. 5 

h. He recapitulates the sense of the declarations of the 
Institute : 6 


1 Vasand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed. 

2 Which here follows, with Dr. Ballantyne’s translation : fa- 

tation, of the kind called] that in which there is distinct recognition 
[arises, in its fourfold shape,] from the attendance of (1) argumenta- 
tion ( vitarJca ), (2) deliberation (vichdra), (3) beatitude (dnanda), 
and (4) egotism (asmitd).* Ed. 

rTT^ 'SrfhtVTT^ I cRTf II 

4 This is to render the technicality sanskdra . Ed. 

gn q itent ' g i n 



6 


II 
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Yd^rTT 1 3 cT1T- 

^TOFT II t8 II ‘ 

Recapitulation, Aj)ll, 84. That which WUS to 1)6 (tone 

has been done, when entire Cessation of 
Pain has resulted from Discrimination ; not otherwise, not 
otherwise. 

a. So much for the Third Book, on Dispassion. 2 


1 Vijnana, according to some copies of liis work, has sficBJiKrr, 

the preferable leading, and that of all the other commentators known 
to me. Ed. 

2 sfir 11 


END OF BOOK III. 
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BOOK IV. 


Now, by means of a collection of narratives, recognized 
in the Institutes, the means of discriminative knowledge 
are to be displayed : so, for this purpose the Fourth Book 
is commenced . 1 

II °i II 

Soul set right by hear - Aph. 1 . As in the case of the king’s 

,ng t,ie tru>h ' son, from instruction as to the truth 

[comes discrimination between Soul and Nature]. 

a. * Discrimination ’ is supplied from the concluding 
aphorism of the preceding section. The meaning is : as, 
in the case of the king’s son, discrimination is produced 
by instruction as to the truth. The story, here, is as 
follows : A certain king’s son, in consequence of his being 
born under the [unlucky] star of the tenth portion 2 [of the 
twenty-seven portions into which the ecliptic is divided], 
having been expelled from his city, and reared by a certain 
forester, remains under the idea, that ‘ I am a forester.’ 
Having learned that he is alive, a certain minister informs 
him : ‘ Thou art not a forester ; thou art a king’s son.’ 


1 ftft- 

^rPztT- 

^rrcw n 

2 The Sanskrit yields € under the star [named] GamJa.' Ed. 
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As he, immediately, having abandoned the idea of his 
being an outcast, betakes himself to his true royal state, 
saying, f I am a Icing / so, too, it [the Soul], in consequence 
of the instruction of some kind person, to the effect that 
f Thou, who didst originate from the First Soul, which mani- 
fests itself merely as pure Thought, art [thyself,] a portion 
thereof/ having abandoned the idea of its being Nature [or 
of being something material or phenomenal], rests simply 
upon its own nature, saying, ‘ Since I am the son of 
Brahma, I am, myself, Brahma, and not something 
mundane, different therefrom such is the meaning . 1 

b. He exhibits another story, to prove that even women, 

C\ C\ 

I cT 3rfV 

f?n n mw 

^ <T^r sfcT 

%* 

ar^it asi«jaiai3?*ifa ata aa af^araat: 
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Sudras, &c., may gain the [one desirable] end, through a 
Brahman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman : 1 

II * II 

Aph. 2. As in the case of the gob- 
Even wUn the instruc - lin, even when the instruction was for 

tion is not addressed to - , 0 . , r, i i i 

the hearer. the sake of another, [the chance hearer 

may be benefited]. 

a. That is to say : though the instruction in regard to 
the truth was being delivered, by the venerable Krishna, 
for Arjuna’s benefit, knowledge of the distinction [between 
Soul and Nature] was produced in the case of a goblin 
standing near [and overhearing the discourse] : and so 
it may happen in the case of others, too. 2 

b. And, if knowledge is not produced from once instruct- 
ing, then a repetition of the instruction is to be made ; to 
which effect he adduces another story : 3 


1 

'*3TFU SficTRU 
ii 



2 

farw sitcT^r- 
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II ? II 

Aph. 3. Repetition [is to be made], if 
mcuica ~ not, from once instructing, [the end be 
gained]. 

a. That is to say : a repetition of instruction, also, is to 
be made; because, in the Chhandogya [ Upanis/iad], 1 and 
the like, there is mention of Aruni, and others, as 
having more than once instructed Swetaketu and others. 2 

b. With a view to the removal of desire, he sets forth, 
with an illustration, the fragility, &c., of Soul’s accompani- 
ments : 3 


II g II 

Aph. 4. As in the case of father and 

IZ n thiZ’* ess,,fmun ' 80n; since botb are 8een > t tbe one > to 

die, and the other, to be born], 

a . That is to say : Discrimination takes place, through 
dispassion, in consequence of its being inferred, in respect 
of one’s own self, also, that there is death and birth ; since 
these are seen in the case of father and son. This has 


1 VI., i., Ac. Ed. 

n 

nffnn<iifh u 
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been stated as follows : ‘ The coming into being, and the 
departure, of Soul [entangled in Nature], 1 may be inferred 
from [the case of] father and son. 2 

1. He next explains, by illustrative stories, the subser- 
vients to the perfecting of knowledge in him in whom 
knowledge has arisen, and who is devoid of passion : * 



Voluntary abandon- 
ment distinguished from 
involuntary. 


Aph . 5. One experiences pleasure or 
pain [alternatively], from [voluntary] 
abandonment or [forcible] separation ; 


as in the case of a hawk. 


a . That is to say : since people become happy by the 
abandonment of things, and unhappy by [forcible] separa- 
tion from them, acceptance of them ought not to be made ; 
1 as in the case of a hawk/ 4 For a hawk, when he has food 
[before him], if he be driven away 5 by any one, is grieved 


1 Read, instead of ‘ of Soul/ <fcc., * of one’s self/ Ed. 

srii: I I 
wmvnnfafer n 


’S3: 


W s5T3- 

rr^&Nfir 11 


4 See the Mahabhdrata , xii., 6648. Ed. 

6 Read, * molested * ( upahatya ). Dr. Ballantyne followed an error 
of the press, apahatya , which he did not observe that I had pointed 
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at being separated from the food ; [but] if, of his own 
accord, he leaves it, then he is free from grief. 1 

« % h 

How Sow i owjkt to Aph. 6. As in the case of a snake and 

afxtndou Nature. g^in. 

a. That is to say : as a snake readily abandons its old skin, 
from knowing that it ought to be quitted, just so he who 
desires liberation should abandon Nature, experienced 
through a long period, and effete, when he knows that it 
ought to be quitted. Thus it has been said ; ( Asa snake 
4 . its old skin/ &c.* 


out in the corrigenda to my edition of the SanJchya-pravachana - 
bh&shya . Ed. 

^ *RfcT 

i TCTiit *nftw 

fWto 5:^1 ^ ^RfcT cT^T <^T- 

« 

2 Two of my MSS. have i the vest, -f?t- 


I have restored the etymological form of the word. Ed 

■^n wwg: T^fir 5ft- 

i crpw i 5ft^t 



« 



290 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


b. And, when abandoned, he should not again accept 
Nature and the rest. So, in regard to this, he says : 1 

httJ! mmvU0n pr °~ Aph. 7. Or as an amputated hand. 

a. As no one takes back again an amputated hand, just 
so this [Nature], when abandoned, he should not readmit : 
such is the meaning. The word ‘ Or ’ is used in the sense 
of 6 moreover 2 [the import of the conjunction being 
superadditive, not alternative]. 

II t II 

^ N 

Aph. 8. What is not a means [of 
Duty to Ac sacrificed liberation is] not to be thought about, 
to saltation. [as this conduces only] to bondage ; as 

in the case of Bharata. 

a . That which is not an immediate cause of Discrimina- 
tion, even though it may be a duty, still is ‘not to be 
thought about ; J i. e., intention of the mind towards the 
performance thereof is not to be made ; since it tends 
to Bondage, from its making us forget Discrimination. 
* As in the case of Bharata : 7 that is to say, as was the case 

II 

* *rt fei ?sr wr: 
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with the royal sage Bharata's cherishing Dmanatha’s 1 
fawn, though [this was] in accordance with duty. 2 

l^rT II ft II 

„ . , ... Aph. 9. From [association with] 

many there is obstruction to concentra- 
tion, through passion, &c. ; as in the case of a girl's shells. 1 

a . Association is not to be made with many ; because, 
when there is association with many, there is disturbance, 
through the manifestation of Passion, &c., which destroys 
concentration; as a jingling is produced by the mutual 


1 The original, dindndtha , compounded of din a and anatha , 
‘ miserable and having no master/ is an epithet of ‘ fawn/ 

For the story of Bharata and the fawn, see the Vishnu-purana, 
Book ii., Chap. xiii. Ed. 

PUWrfa fv- 

(TTm 51 JRrerawm H^ffl f^- 

i i 

ii 

s -srafirafnfatrvr is the reading of Aniruddka. Ed. 


4 See the Mahabhdrata , xii., 6652. Ed. 
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contact of the shells on a girl’s wrist: such is the 
meaning. 1 


ctsN ii «io ii 

Even that of one. A P h ‘ 10 ’ J U8fc S0 > fr0m [ the Company 

of] two, also. 

a . Just so, even from two there is obstruction to concen- 
tration ; therefore one ought to abide quite alone : such is 
the meaning. 2 

farra: n w 11 

niewdness of those Aph. 11. He who is without hope is 

Who expect nothing. % happy ; like Pin gala. 3 

a . Having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed 
of the happiness called contentment; ‘like Pinguid;' 
that is to say, as the courtesan called Pingala, desiring 
a lover, having found no lover, being despondent, became 
happy, when she had left off hoping. 4 


1 ■sisfa: * rnvi f? TT- 

nrgfasrasn srafr *nrf<r 

II 

a ?t«it ttSr fattvt 

3 See the Mahabharata > xii., 6447. Ed. 

4 
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b. But then, granting that Pain may cease, on the cessa- 
tion of hope, yet how can there be happiness , in the absence 
of causes thereof? It is replied : That natural happi- 
ness, resulting from the predominance of Purity in the 
mind, which remains obscured by hope, itself resumes its 
influence, on the departure of hope ; as is the case with 
the coolness of water which [supposed natural coolness] 
had been hindered [from manifesting itself,] by heat : 
there is not, in this case, any need of means . And it is 
laid down that precisely this is happiness of Soul . 1 

c. Since it is an obstructer of Concentration, exertion 
with a view to experience is not to be made, since this will 
be effected quite otherwise ; as he states : 2 


Bcft f^'RTsrr 

ii 

*mmw5nf^fcr i i 

fcTVfcT ^5fJ- 

^ cT^ BTWTW 1 

sfcl H 

1 sfq h 
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^RTWSfa B*N<T II II 

C O \ 

Aph 12. [One may be happy,] even 
Exertion neediest. without exertion ; like a serpent happy 
in another's house. 

a. Supply, * he may he happy.’ The rest is simple. So 
it has been said : 1 * The building of a house is, assuredly, 
painful, and in no way pleasant. A serpent, having entered 
the dwelling made by another [e. g., a rat], does find 
comfort.’ 2 

i. From Institutes, and from preceptors, only the essence 
is to be accepted ; since, otherwise, it may be impossible 
to concentrate the attention, from there being, by 
reason of implications, 3 discussions, &c., discrepancies in 
declared unessential parts, and from the multiplicity of 
topics. So he says : 1 



II II 


l Quoted from the Mahdbhdrata , xii., 6649. JEd . 

a Rift ifa: I wq I 

mi TOTWt f? * from qip tR I 

pv: tRfd jrfmi II 

3 Abhyupagama , * acceptings ’ (of positions, (fee.). JEd. 
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Aph. 13. Though he devote himself 
to many Institutes and teachers, a 
taking of the essence [is to be made] ; 
as is the case with the bee. 


A bee-like, eclecticism 
recommended. 


a . Supply ‘ is to be made/ The rest is simple. Thus 
it has been said : ‘From small Institutes, and from great, 
the intelligent man should take, from all quarters, the 
essence ; as the bee does from the flowers. 5 1 

b . Be the other means what they may, the direct posses- 
sion of Discrimination is to be effected only by intentness, 
through maintaining Meditation ; as he tells us : 2 


, . . ... Aph. 14. The Meditation is not inter- 

Intentness on one object. 1 

rupted of him whose mind is intent on 
one object ; like the maker of arrows/ 

a . As, in the case of a maker of arrows, with his mind 
intent solely on the making of an arrow, the exclusion of 


1 Wt?: I 3RSTW! I 

i 

mutiz&Rgw ^ 11 

2 SUFTFcrt TO TO HTOTOhN *- 
TrrfTO^R^TCT faWTT^Tr^RT fTOT^fa 
^ITf H 

3 See the Mahdbhdrata , xii., 665 1. Ed. 
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other thoughts is not interrupted even by a king's passing 
at his side, so, too, of him whose mind is intent on one 
point there is in no way an ‘ interruption of meditation/ 
i. e., a failure to exclude other thoughts. 1 * 



II SM II 3 


Rules not to be irans- 
greasid ivith impunity. 


Aph. 15. Through transgression of 
the enjoined rules there is failure in 
the aim ; as in the world. 


a. Whatever rule, for the practisers of Concentration, 
has been laid down in the Institutes, if it be transgressed, 
then the end, viz., the effecting of knowledge, is not 
attained. 6 As in the world/ That is to say: just as, in 
ordinary life, if the enjoined procedures, &c., in regard to a 
medicine, or the like, be neglected, this or that effect 
thereof will not be obtained/ 





2 Aniruddha reads Cjfl f«"i if^4 0 . Ed. 

3 Nagesa is singular in here, apparently, adding, as an aphorism : 

I These words occur in the midst of Yijnana’s comment, 

and there introduce a quotation from the Mahdbhdrata. Ed. 
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l. He states, further, that, if the rules be forgotten, the 
end will not be gained : 1 

wNcT II II 

Rules must not bo Aph. 16. Moreover, if they be for- 
forgotten. gotten ; as in the case of the female frog. 

a. This is plain. And the story of the female frog is this : 
A certain king, having gone to hunt, saw a beautiful 
damsel in the forest. And she, being solicited in marriage 
by the king, made this stipulation : * When water shall 
be shown to me by thee, then I must depart.’ But, on one 
occasion, when wearied with sport, she asked the king, 
‘ Where is water ? ’ The king, too, forgetting his agree- 
ment, showed her the water. Then she, having become 
the she-frog Kdmarupini , 2 daughter of the king of the 
frogs, entered the water. And then the king, though he 
sought her with nets, &c., did not regain her.® 


**n*nfr ?r?r- 

1 II 

2 Probably this is an epithet , 1 changing one’s form at will/ not a 
proper name. Ed . 

3 i i 3Rf%- 

^ \ ^ 

srsn wmri ^ i 

m ^ TT^T HTCTHTTR mf^rTT 
vm FRT 
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b. He mentions a story with reference to the necessity 
of reflecting on the words of the teacher, as well as hear- 
ing them : l 

n is n 

Jph. 17. Not even though instruction 
as well as hearing. be heard is the end gained, without re- 
flexion ; as in the case of Virochana. 4 

a % By * reflexion 7 is meant such consideration as deter- 
mines the import of the teacher's words. Without this, 
though the instruction be heard, knowledge of the truth 
does not necessarily follow ; for it is written, that, though 
hearing the instruction of Prajapati, Virochana, as 


ftrfcT \ ?T 

■mr&i ^fuffr i rnufa 

^ c 

smm^Nc^ i ?m: ut wmrsr^ffcrr 
fWt Wsr i cTfra rnn mi- 

C\ 



TfhfRWTf II 

2 Vedanti Mah&deva has simply 


Ed. 


3 The reading of Aniruddha » Ed. 

^ See the Chhdndogya TJpanishad , viii., viii., 4. Ed. 
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between Indra and Yirochana, wanted discrimination, 
from want of reflexion : l 


II lb II 


Of this further . 


Aph. 18. Of those two, it [reflexion,] 
was seen in the case of Indra [only]. 


a . Of those two who are mentioned, [indicated] by the 
expression ‘ of those two/ reflexion [was seen, &c.]. And, 
as between those two, viz., Indra and Virochana, reflexion 
was seen in the case of Indra : such is the meaning. 2 


£. And he tells us, that, by him who desires to under- 
stand thoroughly, attendance on the teacher should be 
practised for a long time : 3 


h so. ii 


1 far- 

^tt: i t rr^^T^r- 

^TftrT 

fattxRRT XRTOshm^r ftfW- 

ii 
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The process requires Aph. 1 9. Having performed reverence, 
hme ' the duties of a student* and attendance, 

one has success after a long time ; as in his case. 

a. ‘ As in his case.’ That is to say : as in the case of 
Indra, so in the case of another, too, only after having 
practised, under a preceptor, reverence, study of the Vedas, 
service, &c., is there ' success/ i. e., the revelation of truth ; 
not otherwise. 1 


* II *0 H 5 


The time for the pro - 
cess may embrace sue • 
cessivc states of being. 


Aph. 20. There is no determination 
of the time; as in the case of Vama- 
deva. 3 


a. In the arising of knowledge, there is ‘ no determina- 
tion of the time/ as, for instance, in its taking place only 
from causes dependent on the senses. ‘As in the case of 
YamadeYa. , That is to say: as, in consequence of causes 
pertaining to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case 
of Yamadeva, even when in embryo, so it may in the case 
of another. 4 


II 

2 Aniruddha seems to intend, as an aphorism, after No. 20, 
these words : 

HTcT I- But perhaps there has been tampering with the text, on 
the part of copyists. Ed. 

2 See the Aitareya TJpanishad , ii., iv., 5. Ed . 
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b. But then, since it is written, that the means of 
knowledge need be nothing other than devotion to those 
[viz., Brahma, &c.j who [unlike the Absolute,] have 
Qualities, knowledge may result from this. Why, then, 
a hard and subtle process of Concentration ? To this he 
replies 





ftr* ii ii 


Aph. 21. Through devotion to some- 
altogether unprofitable, thing under a superinduced form, 
[attainment to, or approach towards, 
knowledge takes place] by degrees ; as in the case of those 
who devote themselves to sacrifices. 

a . Supply c there is attainment.* Through devotion to 
Souls, e.g., Brahma, Vishnu, Siva, under the forms 
superinduced on them, the effecting of knowledge takes 
place ‘by degrees/ i. e., by the successive attainment of 


ii 

^ \D 

TTTT^rT HfWh fifing 

%T^fcT I II 

2 Here the aphorism ends, in my copies of Nagesi’s commentary, 
and also in some copies of Vij liana’s commentary which I examined 
in India, Ed . 
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the worlds of Brahma, &c., or else through the purification 
of the Good principle, &c., but not directly; as is the 
case with sacrificers [whose slaughter of animals, requiring 
to be expiated, throws them back, so far, in the road to 
emancipation] : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He tells us, that, moreover, there is no certainty that 
successive rise to the worlds of Brahma, &c., would effect 
knowledge : 2 

it ^ ii 


Scriptural proof that 
heaven gives not libera* 
tion. 


Aph. 22. Moreover, after the attain- 
ment of what [like the world of Brahma,] 
is other [than the state of emancipated 
soul], there is return [to mundane 
existence] ; because it is written [in the 5th Prapdthaka of 
the Chhdndogya Upanishad 4 ] : ‘ From conjunction with the 
five fires there is birth/ &c. 


1 I 

srenft- 

WTSnVHT WI%*lWTfa3W II 

% hnru ssn? ii 

8 One of my copies of Aniruddha omits after ScTCSTW. 

Ed. 

i This reference is taken from Vijnana, who, however, does not 
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a. He exhibits an illustration, to the effect that the 
effecting of knowledge takes place only in the case of 
him who is free from passion 

II =>3 II 


Aph. 23. By him who is free from 
passion what is to be left is left, and 
what is to be taken is taken ; as in the 
case of the swan and the milk. 


Discrimination Ulus - 
trated. 


a . That is to say : only by him who is free from passion 
is there a quitting c of what is to be left/ i. e., of Nature, 
&c., and a taking ( of what is to be taken/ i. e., of Soul ; as 
it is only the swan, — and not the crow, or the like, — that, 
out of milk and water mingled, by means of leaving the 
unimportant water, takes the valuable milk, 8 [as the Hindus 
insist that it does]. 


represent that the original of the words ‘From conjunction/ &c., is 
found, literally, in the Chhandogya TJpanishad. Ed. 


1 h 

2 Vijnana, according to some MSS , has, peculiarly, 

*N • 

; and his comment, in those MSS., follows this 

reading. Ed. 


5 fVTUiWre l*lBTi fTHW- 

C 

*^frro*rr 

UTUJcT- 
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b. He tells us that both of these also take place in 
consequence of association with a perfect 1 man : 2 

JHanfrnmtnreT 1 n 11 

A l ,h - 24 - 0r trough association 
with one who has obtained excellence ; 4 
as in the case thereof. 

a . That is to say : moreover, from association with him 
by whom ‘ excellence/ i. e., excellence in knowledge, has 
been obtained, the aforesaid [discrimination] takes place; 
just as in the case of the swan, [§ 23] ; as, in the case 
of Alarka, 4 Discrimination manifested itself spontaneously, 
merely through simple association with Dattatreya. 5 

b . He tells us that we ought not to associate with those 
who are infected with desire :° 

^ IT*Ttn^ H II 


1 Siddha. Vide supra, p. 115, note 3. For the cognate siddlii , 
vide infra , p. 310, note 4. Ed. 

2 sRcffan? 11 

3 Nagesa omits ^TT- Ed. 

4 See the Markandeya-purana , ch. xvi. Ed. 

5 stafrsftreret ^ 

' uPurft ^ 5?rt? n 

7 Aniruddha has 

Ed. 
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Aph. 25. Not of his own accord 
society!?** °f unsuttM * should he go near one who is in- 
fected with desire ; like the parrot. 

a. Association is not to be made, voluntarily, with a 
person infected with desire. ‘Like the parrot.’ That 
is to say : just as the bird [called a] parrot, by reason of its 
being exceedingly beautiful, does not [by going near 
people,] act in a rash manner, through fear of being 
imprisoned by those who covet it for its beauty. 1 

b. And he states the harm of association with those who 
labour under desire :‘ 2 


'ST^rT II stf II 

N 


Of this further. 


Aph . 26. [Else he may become] 
bound, by conjunction with the cords ; 
as in the case of the parrot. 


a. And, in the case of associating with those persons, he 
may become bound, 'by conjunction with the cords/ i. e., 
by conjunction with their Desire, &c., [the Qualities, 
punningly compared to cords] ; just 'as in the case of the 


1 TFit^ ^TTTrT: xffiar: i 

^TcfRtT I W Wisft TfcT sjfit 

h 

a TlfnS# rT II 

3 All the commentators but Vijnana read W. instead of 

Ed. 
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parrot ; * that is to say, just as the bird [called a] parrot 
becomes bound by the cords, i. e., the ropes, of the hunter. 1 

b. lie determines, by two [aphorisms], the means of 
[effecting] dispassion : 2 

H II II 

Aph. 27. Not by enjoyment is desire 

Means of dispassion. i • xi £ ii • , 

y appeased ; as in the case ot the saint. 

a . That is to say : as, in the case of the saint, Saubhari, s 
desire was not appeased by enjoyment, so, also in the case 
of others, it is not. 4 

1. But, further : 5 


ll ii 


Of this further. 


Aph . 28. From seeing the fault of 
both. 


ts: ^rrwi lyU 

3 See the Vishnu-purdna, Book iv., Ch. ii. and iii. JEd. 

Sift cl II 

vD 


5 
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a . That is to say : only c from seeing the fault/ e. g., of 
being changeable, of consisting of pain, &c., ‘ of both/ 
i. e., of Nature and her productions, does the appeasing of 
desire take place; just as in the case of the saint [§ 27]. 
For it is written, that Saubhari, just from seeing the evil 
of society, was afterwards dispassionate. 1 

b. He tells us that incompetency even to accept in- 
struction attaches to him who is infected with the fault 
of desire, &c : 2 



Agitation excludes in - Aph. 29. Not in the case of him 

struction. whose mind is disturbed does the seed 

of instruction sprout ; as in the case of Aja. 


a. In him whose mind is disturbed by desire, &c., 
not even does a sprout spring up from that seed of the 
tree of knowledge which is in the shape of instruction. ‘ xVs 
in the case of Aja/ That is to say : as not a sprout from 


1 HffharsriNt: vf<T!vifaa<j:i3T- 

wfk- 

i tot- 

fTTJij wun u 

ii 

3 Yijnana, agreeably to some MSS., has 

One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has . Ed. 
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the seed of instruction, though delivered to him by Va- 
sishtha, sprang up in the king named Aja, whose mind 
was disturbed by grief for his wife. 1 2 

l . What need of more ? 3 

ii ?o ii 

Of this farther Aph. 30, Not even a mere semblance 

[of this true knowledge arises in him 
whose mind is disturbed] ; as in the case of a foul mirror. 

a . Even superficial knowledge does not arise, from 
instruction, in one whose mind is disturbed, through the 
obstruction caused by its wandering away, e. g., to other 
objects; as an object is not reflected in a foul mirror, 
through the obstruction caused by the impurities : such is 
the meaning. 4 


1 ^ 

sft TFTTf^R15TR% I I 

sroramftl wq qfa- 

?ITfT II 

2 See Kalidasa’s JEtaghuvansa , Book viii. JEd. 

' fti qsm ii 

‘ ^mrrnimifq sn- 

faw’rnwqTTTfcfa: 

^ nfaf^fh <re- 

f^|: # 
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b. Or, if knowledge should spring up in any kind of 
way, still it may not, he tells us, be in accordance with 
the instruction :* 

cM ^ nl V TTSVrtT u ?s n 

Aph. 31. Nor, even though sprung 
Knowledge not neces- therefrom, is that [knowledge, neces- 
tarily perfect knowledge. gari l y J in accordance therewith J like 

the lotus. 

a. Though sprung f therefrom/ i. e., from instruc- 
tion, knowledge is not [necessarily,] in accordance with 
the instruction, in case this has not been entirely under- 
stood. * Like the lotus/ That is to say : just as the 
lotus, though the seed be of the best, is not in accordance 
with the seed, when the mud is faulty. The mind of the 
student is compared to the mud 4 [in which the lotus-seed 
was sown]. 


1 qfi; qi fqTgiq 'STRcT <TOr$- 


2 Yedanti Mahadeva reads 



Ed . 


3 Aniruddha has II Cl • Ed. 

wrvi^usr h wsrfh rreftsw i vi;- 
wraW tpiftw II 
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b. But then, since the Soul’s end is, indeed, gained by 
[the attainment of] supernatural power in the worlds 
[§ 21. «.] of Brahma, &c., to what purpose is the effecting 
of knowledge, with so much toil, for liberation ? To this 
he replies : x 


r ’wfcwfisfa 8 



II II 


Aph. 32. Not even on the attain- 
(>U$$ aVen n0t per ^ ect ment of glorification has that been 
done which was to be done ; as is the 
case with the perfection 4 of the objects worshipped, as is 
the case with the perfection of the objects worshipped. 

a. Even though one attain to supernatural power, ‘ that 
has not been done which was to bo done/ i. e., the end has 
not been gained ; because it is attended by the grief of de- 
ficiency and excess. ‘ As is the case with the perfection 
of the objects worshipped/ That is to say : as, though the 
possession of perfection [so called,] belongs to 4 the objects 


1 ^ winfftrar 

i w? ii 

2 According to Nagesa and Vedanti Mahadeva, ; and this 

r ' • ^ 

bhuta , a synonym of bhuti , the former explains by aiswarya . See 
note 4, below. E Id. 

3 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits srfa . Ed. 

4 Nagesa, commenting on this aphorism, explains siddhi , here 
rendered 4 perfection,* by aiswarya , * supernatural power.’ Ed* 
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worshipped,’ i. e., to Brahma, &rc., [still] that has not been 
done which was to be done ; since it is written, that even 
these , while in the sleep of Concentration, &c., [still] 
practise Concentration, [from fear of losing what they have 
attained to]. Just in like manner is the case with him who, 
by the worship of these, has attained to their supernatural 
power. Such is the meaning . 1 

b. So much for the Fourth Book, that of Tales, in the 
Commentary, composed by Vijnana Bhikshu, on Kapila’s 
Declaration of the Sankhya . 2 


1 

R?TT W7T I 

<T*N II 

2 sfcT 


END OF BOOK IV. 
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BOOK V. 


a. The tenets of his Institute are completed. Next is 
begun a Fifth Book, in order to set aside the prim a facie 
notions of others in regard to his Institute. Among those, 
in the first place he disposes of the objection that the 
Benediction implied by the expression ‘ Well/ in the 
first Aphorism [of Book I.], is purposeless : l 

fa’ ii s ii 

Reasons for a Bene- ^ph. 1* The [use of a] Benediction 
factory Opening. [is justified] by the practice of the 

good, by our seeing its fruit, and by Scripture. 

a. The [use of a] Benediction, which we made, is proved 
to be proper to be made, by these proofs : such is the 



1 wiusilhaiTi: xr^Tw: i nt 

^ cra3- 

f*HHiia) q ii 

2 Aniruddha has, instead of xrftl 0 , qfh». Vide supra, 

p. 310, note 2, for bhuti, Ed . ^ 
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meaning. The word iti is intended to preclude the expect- 
ation of any other reasons. 1 

b. He repels those who entertain the prima facie view, 
that what was asserted in the expression, ‘ because it is not 
proved that there is a Lord ’ [see Book I., Aph. 92], is 
not made out ; because [forsooth,] his existence is proved 
by his being the giver of the fruits of works : 2 s 

%’TOfvfro ufiuw: u ? n 

Ncedlestness of a A P h - 2 - Not from its [the World’s,] 
Lord * being governed by a Lord is there the 

effectuation of fruit ; for it is by works [i.e., by merit and 
demerit,] that this is accomplished. 

a . That is to say : it is not proper [to suppose] the effec- 
tuation of the change [of the elements] into the shape of 
the [appropriate] fruit of works, on the ground that the 
cause is i governed by a Lord because it is possible for 


1 wsjsrnrOT wri: *su- 

WmfflfkffsNt: I SfcTOXt frPtHUliTfi- 

fatrawh ii 


* f’arrfbiftfb 

qrnfrf II 


* For another rendering, see the national Refutation, Ac., 
p. 78. j Ed. 

4 Aniruddha’s reading is ? and Vedanti Maha- 

devahas^T^Btrf^:. Ed. 
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the fruit to be effected by the works [i.e., the merit and 
demerit,] alone, which are indispensable ; [and, if we do 
make the additional and cumbrous supposition of a Lord, 
he cannot reward a man otherwise than according to 
his works]. 1 2 

b. He declares, further, in [several] aphorisms, that it' 
is not the case that the Lord is the giver of fruit : 3 

The supposed Lord Aph. 3. [If a Lord were governor, 
would be selfish. then,] from intending his own benefit, 

his government [would be selfish], as is the case [with or- 
dinary governors] in the world. 

a. If the Lord were the governor, then his government 
would be only for his own benefit ; as is the case [with 
ordinary rulers] in the world : such is the meaning. 4 


1 

ii 

2 See, for a somewhat different translation, the Rational Refuta- 
tion , &c., p. 78. Ed. 

' usSstften? ii 

1 t’TOsrftreuiH sSbra- 

^firewt ii 
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b. In reply to the doubt, * grant that the Lord, also, be 
benefited : what harm ? ’ he says : 1 

ii a ii 


And , therefore, 
the Lord spoken of. 


not 


Aph. 4. [He must, then, be] just 
like a worldly lord, [and] otherwise 
[than you desire that we should conceive of him]. 


a. If we agree that the Lord, also, is benefited, he, also, 
must be something mundane, ‘just like a worldly lord / 
because, since his desires are [on that supposition,] not 
[previously] satisfied, ho must be liable to grief, &c.: 
such is the meaning. 2 

b. In reply to the doubt , 1 be it even so/ he says : 3 


II M II 


The difficulty perhaps 
originates in a mistaken 
expression . 


Aph. 5. Or [let the name of Lord 
be] technical. 


a. If, whilst there exists also a world, there be a Lord, 
then let yours, like ours, be merely a technical term for 


1 sfir wfbfwsr- 

fPf ii 

wtsfv nmtt wi^vvNnurruT 

Urfonq: ii 

8 ii 
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that soul which emerged at the commencement of the 
creation ; since there cannot be an eternal lordship, be- 
cause of the contradiction between mundaneness and the 
having an unobstructed will : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He states another objection to the Lord’s being the 
governor : 2 

II fr II 

Objection to there Afh. 6. This [position, viz., that 
be%ng a Lord. there is a Lord,] cannot be established 

without [assuming that he is affected by]. Passion ; because 
that is the determinate cause [of all energizing], 

a. That is to say : moreover, it cannot be proved that he 
is a governor, unless there be Passion ; because Passion is 
the determinate cause of activity. 1 


1 



sr*}: ii 


1 ■snwurRirmf n 

3 SRfisfe i* the lection of Vedanti Mahadeva, in the 
text, and also in the comment. Ed, 

‘fa w mi fam ftrafa 

htsI n 

€0 
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b. But then, be it so, that there is Passion in the Lord, 
even. To this he replies r 1 


Trgtusftr n $ n 


This objection, further. 

be eternally free. 


Aph. 7. Moreover, were that [Pas- 
sion] conjoined with him, he could not 


a. That is to say : moreover, if it be agreed that there 
is conjunction [of the Lord] with Passion, he cannot be 
eternally free ; and, therefore, thy tenet [of his eternal 
freedom] is invalidated. 2 

b. Pray [let us ask], does lordship arise from the imme- 
diate union, with Soul, of the wishes, &c., which we hold to 
be properties of Nature, [not properties of Soul]? Or from 
an influence by reason of the mere existence of proximity, 
as in the case of the magnet ? Of these he condemns the 
former alternative: 8 


1 rmts'fNft i cRi? ii 

3 iNv f* irainvn^^nn^fmifTTmfh- 

i f* *rv- 
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II t II 


Objection , on one Apli . 8. If it were from the con- 
J junction oi the properties of JNature, it 

would turn out that there is association, [which Scripture 
denies of Soul]. 


a. From the conjunction, with Soul, of ‘ the properties 
of Nature/ i. e., Desire, &c., Soul, also, would turn out 
[contrary to Scripture,] to be associated with properties. 2 

b. But, in regard to the latter [alternative], he says : s 



II Q II 


Objection, on the other Aph. 9. If it were from the mere 
branch - existence [of Nature, not in association, 

but simply in proximity], then lordship would belong to 
every one. 


is the reading of Vijnana, in 

some MSS., and, in some, that of Nagesa, who, however, in others, 

omits Ed. 

\ 

uwrgTufin ii 

* ii 

4 Some MSS. of Yijnana exhibit, instead of 

^RTTHT^SI. Ed. N 
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a. That is to say : if lordship is by reason of the mere 
existence of proximity, as in the case of the magnet 
[which becomes affected by the simple proximity of iron], 
then it is settled, as we quite intend it should be, that 
even all men, indifferently, experiencers in this or that 
[cycle of] creation, [may] have lordship ; because it is only 
by conjunction with ail experiencers, that Nature pro- 
duces Mind, &c. And, therefore, your tenet of there 
being only one Lord is invalidated. 1 

b. Be it as you allege ; yet these are false reasonings ; 
because they contradict the evidence which establishes [the 
existence of] a Lord. Otherwise, Nature, also, could be 
disproved by thousands of false reasonings of the like sort. 
He therefore says : 2 

cTfttfe =10 II 

t _ « . Aph. 10. It is not established [that 

Denial that there is . L 

any evidence of a Lord, there is an eternal Lord]; because 

there is no evidence of it. 


1 <r- 

^9 ^9 

in* I HVTRRft m- 

farT ^^TcT II 
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a. Its establishment, i.e., the establishing that there is 
an eternal Lord. Of the Lord, in the first place, there is 
not $e«$<?-evidence ; so that only the evidences of inference 
and of testimony can be offered ; and these are inapplicable : 
such is the meaning . 1 

b. The inapplicability he sets forth in two aphorisms :* 

ms ii 

Denial that it cun he A P h - 1L There is n0 inferential 
established by inference, proof [of there being a Lord] ; because 

there is [here] no [case of invariable] association [between 
a sign and that which it might betoken]. 

a. ‘Association,’ i.e., invariable concomitancy. ‘There 
is none;’ i.e., none exists, [in this case]. And so there is 
no inferential proof of there being a Lord; because, in 
such arguments as, ‘ Mind, or the like, has a maker, be- 
cause it is a product,’ [the fact of] invariable concomitancy* 
is not established; since there is no compulsion [that 
every product should have had an intelligent maker]. 
Such is the meaning . 4 


1 i 

2 vfrtvnrufa mnwrm u 

3 Vydpyatwa , here rendered, is regarded as a synonym of vydpti , 
by which sambandha , ‘ association/ is interpreted just above. Hence 
I have bracketed the words ‘ the fact of.’ Ed. 

• i i <r«n ^ 
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b. Nor, moreover, he tells us, is there [the evidence of] 
Testimony 1 [to there being a Lord] : 

Tsrf?nfti n s* ii 

Denial that there is A P h - 12 - Moreover, there is Scrip- 
Scripture/or it. ture for [this world’s] being the pro- 

duct of Nature, [not of a Lord]. 

a. Scripture asserts, exclusively, that the world is the 
product of Nature, not that it has Soul for its cause . 2 

b. He refutes, diffusely, by a cluster [of seven apho- 
risms],* the opinion of an opponent in regard to that which 
was established in the first Section , 4 viz., ‘Bondage 
does not arise from Ignorance,’ [conjoined with Soul ]. 5 

an’ui'nfagn 11 

1 Sttfa 2HU5 II 

1 UVUPBT^rrejN ?rf(TT% ^ Vrf- 

II 

3 Read, instead of ‘by a cluster/ &c., ‘by enunciations/ Vide 
p. 264, note 4, supra. Ed. 

4 Eada, here used for adhyaya , which the translator renders by 
‘ Book/ For the Aphorism referred to, and carelessly quoted in part, 
vide supra, p. 24. Ed. 

5 mftrarat ^ sfh jrfwsrfauT nvn- 

wrc vtnn fwra; ii 
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STTfaunofawpTt fhlUW » 'I? » 

Conjunction, in the Aph. 13. “With that which is solitary 
uZidt a^contradic- there cannot be conjunction of the 
tion - property of Ignorance. 

a. Since Soul has no association [with anything what- 
ever], it is plainly impossible for it to be united with the 
property of Ignorance. 1 

b. But then, [it may be replied,] what is to be asserted 
is, that the conjunction of Ignorance is simply through 
force of Ignorance [which is a negation, or nonentity] ; 
and so, since this is no reality, there is no association occa- 
sioned thereby. To this he replies : 2 

. „ , Aph. 14. Since the existence of this 

A suggestion repelled. . . # 

[alleged negative Ignorance] is esta- 
blished [only] on the ground of its [pretended] conjunction, 
there is a vicious circle. 3 

a. And, if it is by the conjunction of Ignorance that 
Ignorance is established, there is * a vicious circle/ [lite- 

’ fa:UWTT UT- 

WOtcfHh II 

, „ . Tm r — ^ 

CRT I cRT^ II 

3 For a different translation of this Aphorism, and of what intro- 
duces and succeeds it, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 257. Ed. 
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rally, a resting of each on the other, alternately], a rest- 
ing a thing on itself, or, in short, a regressus in infinitum} 

b. In reply to the doubt [suggested by the Naiyayika], 
‘ but then, as in the case of seed and sprout, the regressus 
in infinitum is no objection/ he replies : 2 

■n u «m ii 

Aph. 15. It is not as in the case of 
ginning )(jr ^ h<U a see( l an( l 8 P rou ^ > f° r Scripture teaches 
that the world has a beginning. 

a . There cannot belong to it such a regressus in infini- 
tum as that of seed and sprout ; because there is Scripture 
for the fact that the mundane state of souls, consisting of 
all undesirable things, viz., Ignorance, &c., had a begin- 
ning. For we hear, in Scripture, that these cease to exist 
at the dissolution of all things, in profound sleep, &c. 
Such is the meaning. 8 

b . But then, [you Vedantis will say], according to us, 
Ignorance is technically so termed, and is not, e. g., in 


1 

fPt« 
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the shape, specified by the Yoga, of supposing what is not 
soul to be soul ; and so, just like your ‘ Nature/ since this 
[Ignorance] of ours has an unbroken eternity, though it 
be lodged in Soul, there is no disparagement of the solitari- 
ness thereof : in regard to this doubt, having deliberated 
on this artificial sense of the word ‘ Ignorance/ he objects 
to it 

Soul and knowledge A P h - 16 - Then Brahma would be 
not identical . found to be excluded [from existence] ; 

because be is something else than knowledge. 

a . If the meaning of the word ( Ignorance* (< avidya ) be 
only ‘ otherness than knowledge/ then Brahma , soul itself, 
would be found to be excluded, to perish, through his 
being annihilable by knowledge ; since he is other than 
knowledge : such is the meaning . 4 [Further] : 


1 VTfwftnfit *TrT VPlt- 

pt«it ^ hvt- 
i trfbs- 

2 One of my MSS. of Nagesa has firsrpqiq . Ed, 

3 *N 

-TO**:. found in some MSS. of Vijnana, is the reading of 
Aniruddha and of Nagesa. Ed, 

' crei 
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3rt u ii w ii 

Knowledge, not crciu- Aph . 17. Were there not exclusion, 
dim/ iynorance, would be .1,1 u 1 1.1 

retuUiess. then there would be resultiessness. 

a. But, if the existence of ignorance were really not 
excluded by knowledge, then there would be resultiessness 
of knowledge, because of its not debarring Ignorance, 
[which is the only result competent to knowledge] : such 
is the meaning. 1 

b. He censures the other alternative, 2 [viz., that know- 
ledge might exclude Soul] : 

II U II 

Apli. 18. If it [Ignorance,] meant 
the being excludible by Knowledge, it 
would be [predicable], in like manner, 
of the world, also. 

a. If, on the other hand, the being excludible by Know- 
ledge, in the case of the soul, which possesses properties, 


On the Vedanta theory , 
the world ought to va- 
nish. 


11 

* xretPUT ^ifrT II 
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be, indeed, what is meant by the being Ignorance, in that 
case ‘ the world/ the whole mundane system, viz., Nature, 
Mind, &e., would, also, in like manner, be Ignorance. 
And so, the whole mundane system being merely Igno- 
rance, since the Ignorance would be annihilated by one 
man's knowledge, the mundane system would become in- 
visible to others, also. Such is the import. 1 

II *10. II 

Aph. 19. If it [Ignorance,] were of 
»Jj^orIrad^wy lKOry *hat nature, it would be something 
that had a commencement. 

a. Or suppose it to be the case, that to be Ignorance 
means simply the being excludible by Knowledge, still 
such a thing could not have had an eternal existence in 
souls [as held by Yedantis (see § 15, £.)], but must have 
had a commencement. For it is proved, by such re- 


1 -srruirm- 

vO 

n*n ufir -srct: uqrfbu- 

^ c 



gT%HT- 




2 Owing to a clerical defect, both my MSS. of Nagesa's work 
omit this Aphorism, and also much of the comment preceding and 
following it. Ed . 
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cited texts as, ‘ Consisting of knowledge alone/ 1 * &c., 
that, at the time of the universal dissolution, &c., the soul 
consists of Knowledge alone. Such is the meaning. 
Therefore, it is settled that there is no other Ignorance, 
annihilable by Knowledge, than that stated in the Yoga 
system; and this is a property of the understanding 
only, not a property of the soul. 3 

b. By a cluster of [six] aphorisms, 4 he clears up the 
prima facie view of an opponent, in regard to that which 
was stated in the same Book [Book V., § 2], that Na- 
ture’s energizing is due to Merit : 5 


1 Brihaddranyaka Upanishad,n. 4,12; or Satapalha-brdhmana, 
xiv., 6, 4, 12. Ed. 

2 Professor Gough has, ‘ a pure indifference of thought.' Philosophy 
of the Upanishads, p. 153. Ed. 

3 *RcT m W 

froi r ^ ^ sfir 

ftri* ii 

4 Read, instead of * by a cluster,’ Ac., ‘ by enunciations.’ Ed. 

6 ^Nrorni nuRinfiftffl 

w 

*wm ii 
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a wforanr. II «o II 

V \ 

Aph. 20. There is no denying Me- 

Merit is undeniable . . , , <» .1 t •, • ,1 

nt ; because oi the diversity m the 
operations of Nature. 

a. Merit is not to be denied on the ground of its being 
no object of sense ■; because it is inferred; since, other- 
wise, ‘ the diversity in the operations of Nature ’ [accommo- 
dating one person, and inconveniencing another,] would 
be unaccounted for : such is the meaning. 1 

b. He states further proof, also : 3 

II ^ II 

Aph. 21. It [the existence of Me 

Proofs of this. rit,] is established by Scripture, by 

tokens, &c. 

a. He shows to be a fallacy the argument of the oppo- 
nent, that Merit exists not, because of there being no 
sense-evidence of it : s 

•r u ” 11 


1 H TmfrT 

rr^TTClf^- 

51^: II 

' H^rejTHr^nx^Tfufsfifa i<r*u- 
Hiufartfa 11 
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Aph. 22. There is, here, no ne- 

Sense-evidence not the ., » n . . 

only kind of evidence. cessity ; for there is room tor other 

proofs. 

a. That is to say : there is no necessity that a thing of 
which there is no mundane sense-evidence must be non- 
existent ; because things are subject to other proofs. 1 

b. He proves that there exists Demerit, as well as 
Merit : 2 

II H 

Demerit as certain as Aph. 23. It is thus, moreover, in 

Merit. r 

both cases. 


a. That is to say : the proofs apply to Demerit, just as 
they do to Merit. 3 



: II *8 ll 


Aph . 24. If the existence [of Merit] 
The proof of each the aa 0 f cour se, [because, otherwise, 

tame. % 1 L 9 * 

something would be unaccounted for], 
the same is the case in respect of both. 


a. But then, merit is proved to exist by a natural conse- 
quence in this shape, viz., that, otherwise, an injunction 


1 TfiT 

wiftcr w*i ftunitarisT- 

C\ 

ll 

3 n 

8 ii 
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would be unaccounted for ; but there is none such in re- 
spect of demerit : so how can Scriptural or logical argu- 
ment be extended to demerit ? If any one says this, it is not 
so ; since there is proof, in the shape of natural consequence, 

* it is alike, in respect of both,’ i. e., of both merit and 
demerit ; because, otherwise, a, prohibitory injunction, such 
as, * He should not approach another’s wife,’ would be 
unaccounted for. Such is the meaning. 1 

b. He repels the doubt, that, if Merit, &c., be ac- 
knowledged [to exist], then, in consequence of souls’ 
having properties, &c., they must be liable to modifi- 
cation, &c. : 2 

a ii 

Aph. 25. It is of the internal organ* 
v>hat nt ’^ C ' ,nhere *" [ n °t of soul,] that Merit, &o., are the 
properties. 

fhfe: rt ^ wpesnnl 3m ’stafsrwr- 
sfrr v?r: unmwropSib- 

2 %^Nicr nf| pwi 

ftfh ii 

3 The ‘great internal organ* (mahat), called also buddhi , is here 
referred to. See Book I., Aph. 64, a. Aniruddha’s comment runs : 
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a. In the expression ‘ &c.’ are included all those that 
are stated, in the Vaiscshika Institute, as peculiar qualities 
of soul. 1 * 

b. [To the objection, that the existence of an internal 
organ, as well as of the Qualities from which such might 
arise, is debarred by Scripture, he replies] : 

JTOTT^Tf ^ H ^ II 

v!) 

Aph. 26. And of the Qualities, &c., 
, The , Quilts emst, there is not absolute debarment. 

taouyn not m soul . 

a. The Qualities, viz., Purity, &c., and their properties, 
viz., happiness, &c., and their products, also, viz., Mind, &c., 
are not denied essentially, but are denied only adjunc- 
tively in respect of soul ; just as we deny that heat [in red- 
hot iron,] belongs to the iron. 8 

b. In regard to the doubt, ‘ Why, again, do we not deny 


Tfa: l Ed. 

1 ^rrf^5T%r 

wl II 

2 Vide supra t p. 71, Aph. 61, b. Ed. 

a rfSBTvit ^ 

HSRrSTvrmftt 

Trv: fa cT nwdft ^(TVtSTOfaST- 

*rmcT ii 
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them an essence, as we do to what is meant by the words 
sleep, wish, &c ?’ he says : 1 

The above thesis ar - Aph. 27. By a conjunction of the five 

gued ‘ members [of an argumentative state- 

ment] we discern [that] Happiness [exists]. 

a . Here, in order to get a particular subject of his 
assertion, he takes happiness alone, one portion of the 
matter in dispute, as a representative of the entire matter. 
But the better reading is, * we discern [that] Happiness, 
&c., [exist]/ The five members of an argumentative 
statement are the Proposition, Reason, Example, Syn- 
thesis [of the two premises], and Conclusion ; and, by the 
‘ conjunction/ i. e., the combination, of these, all things, 
viz., Happiness, &c., are proved to exist. Such is the 
meaning. 4 


1 sirt: irsf ^ 

2 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has -*R>TTcT . Ed. 

\ 

3 Nagesa has ♦ , the lection which, according 

to Yijnana, is to be preferred. Ed. 

inwt wtfhffa: i xpar- 

w«iwra 
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b. And the employment [of the argument] is this : 

(1) Pleasure is real ; 

(2) Because it produces motion in something. 

(3) Whatever produces motion in anything is 

real, as are sentient beings ; 

(4) And pleasure produces motion in things, in 

the way of horripilation, &c. : 

(5) Therefore, it is real. 1 

c. But then the Charvaka, next, doubts whether there he 
any evidence other than sense-evidence; since [he contends,] 
there is no truth in the assertion [of an inductive conclu- 
sion], that such and such is pervaded by such and 
such, &c. 2 s 


* 



: it <>t II 


fbfeftsre: n 

1 i btt i wSfspiP*T- 

ftrffir i rnwsrer i 

^ I (TVFTTO- 

ftfir n 

anwmvrfbiftfr wsb h 

3 For the Charvakas* rejection of the authority of inference, see 
pp. 6, et seq of the translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraha by 
Professors Cowell and Gough. Ed . 
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The validity of infer- Aph. 28. Not from once apprehend- 
t*ee questioned. ing & connexion established. 

a. That is to say : from once apprehending concomitance 
[of a supposed token and the thing betokened] , a ‘ con- 
nexion/ i. e., a pervadedness [or invariable attendedness 
of the token by the betokened,] is not established ; and 
frequency [of the same apprehension] follows 1 [the rule of 
the single apprehension ; just as a thousand times nothing 
amount to nothing]. Therefore [argues the sceptic,] 
since the apprehending of an invariable attendedness 
is impossible, nothing can be established by Inference. 
[This] he clears up : 2 

u ^ ii 

Aph. 29. Pervadedness is a constant 
This point cleared up. consociation of characters, in the case 
of both, or of one of them. 

a . ‘ Consociation of characters \ i. e., consociation in the 
fact of being characters [or properties of something] ; in 
short, concomitancy. And so we mean, that that concomi- 
tancy is f pervadedness/ [furnishing solid ground forinfer- 


i As suggestive of the correction here required, see Professor 
Cowell's Aphorisms of S aridity a, <fcc., p. 8, text and foot-note. Ed. 

v*> 

3 Nagesa has, instead of ■fcrecT . Ed. 
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ence], which is invariably non-errant, whether in the case 
of ‘ both,’ the predicate and the reason, or in the case of ‘ one 
of them,’ the reason only. ‘Of both’ is mentioned with 
reference to the case of ‘equal pervadedness [e. g., every 
equilateral triangle is equiangular, and, conversely, every 
equiangular triangle is equilateral]. And the invariableness 
may be apprehended through an appropriate confutation 
[or reductio ad absurdum of the denial of it] ; so that there 
is no impossibility in apprehending ‘ pervadedness,’ [and 
of inferring on the strength of it]. Such is the import. 1 

b. He declares that Pervadedness is not an additional 
principle, consisting, e. g., of some such power as is to be 
mentioned 2 [in § 31] : 


* V &m i II $o II 

vO 

Aph. 30. It [Pervadedness,] is not 
[as some think (see § 31),] an addi- 
tional principle [over and above the 
twenty-five (Book I., § 61)] ; for it is unsuitable to postulate 
entities [praeter rationem\ 


Pervadedness not an 
additional principle. 


1 TOHTfH WrTTOT BTf^T 3f(T 

^rrsfcT I cTOT 

I *TP5T 

N \ C\ 

sfa ^ sf?T «n^: u 
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a. 'Pervaded ness ’ is not an entity other than a fixed con- 
sociation of characters ; because it is unsuitable to suppose, 
further, some entity as the residence of what constitutes 
‘pervadedness.’ But we consider that what constitutes 
‘ pervadedness ’ belongs to extant things simply. Such is 
the meaning . 1 

b. He states the opinion of others : 2 



Terror. ii ^ ii 


A heterodox opinion A P h - 31 - C But certain] teachers say 
regarding 4 Pervaded - that it [Pervadedness,] is [another prin- 
ciple, in addition to the twenty-five,] 
resulting from the power of the thing itself. 

a. But other teachers assert that ‘ Pervadedness * is, 
positively, a separate principle, in the shape of a species of 
power, generated by the native power of the ‘ pervaded/ 
But [they continue,] ( Pervadedness 3 is not simply a power 
of the [pervaded] thing itself ; else it would exist wherever 
the thing is, [which c pervadedness 3 does not do]. For 
smoke, when it has gone to another place [than the point 
of its origination], is not attended by fire ; and, by going 
into another place, that power is put an end to. Therefore 
[contend these teachers,] there is no over-extension in the 


1 

IJTcf I fUTTOR •a nfarWH* 

qrfewfasi*!: ii 

tR»rawi?ii 


2 
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above-stated definition ; for, according to our doctrine, the 
smoke [which betokens fire] is to be specialized as that which 
is at the time of origination. Such is the import. 1 




Opinion of Pancha - 
Zikha. 


Aph. 32. Panchasikha 2 says that it 
[‘Pervadedness/] is the possession of 
the power of the sustained. 


a . That is to say : Panchasikha holds that pervading ness 
is the power which consists in being the sustainer, and that 
‘ Pervadedness ’ 3 is the having the power which consists in 
being the sustained ; for Intellect, and the rest, are treated 
as being pervaded [or invariably attended,] by Nature, &c.; 4 


1 rl'R'RT 

i f^nnT- 

?r ^ i ^t- 

to 

^ OT ^rf^T^T sfrT 

sfcT ure: li 

2 The translator’s ‘ the Panchasikha ; I have everywhere cor- 
rected. Ed. 

3 This is to render vydpyatwa, on which vide supra , p. 320, 
note 3. Ed. 

4 
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[and this means that each product, in succession, is sus- 
tained by what precedes it in the series]. 

h. But then, why is a ‘ power of the sustained 3 postulated ? 
Let ‘ Pervadedness 3 be simply an essential power of the 
thing pervaded. To this he [Panchasikha,] replies : 1 

ii $$ n 

Aph. 33. The relation is not an es- 
an objection. sential power ; tor we should have [in 

that case,] a tautology. 

a. But ‘ the relation/ viz., ‘ Pervadedness/ is not an 
essential power ; for we should [thus] have a tautology ; 
because, just as there is no difference between ‘ water-jar * 
and ‘ jar for water/ so, also, there is none in the case of 
€ Intellect ; and f what is Pervaded y [by Nature, of which 
Intellect consists]. Such is the meaning. 3 


f?r a 

1 fern i 

*nfTO5| I <FTTf II 

2 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva read 


fomt anfn# *raf<r vi- 
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b. He himself explains the ' Tautology 1 

ii $8 II 

The reason why. . A P h \ 34 • Because we should find the 

distinction unmeaning; [as Intellect does 
not differ from Nature at all, except as does the sustained 
from the sustain er]. 

а. This is almost explained by the preceding aphorism. 2 

б. He [Panchasikha,] mentions another objection : 3 

II II 

Aph. 35. And because it [Pervaded- 

A further reason. ness,] would not be reconcilable in 

shoots, &c. 

a . Because shoots, &c., are invariably attended [at their 
origination,] by trees, &c. But this cannot be called simply 
an essential power [in the shoot] ; because, since the essen- 
tial power [that which belongs to the shoot as being a shoot,] 
does not depart, even in the case of an amputated shoot, we 
should, even then, find it attended [by the tree, which, how- 
ever, no longer accompanies it]. Such is the sense. But 
the power [(see § 32), which consists in having the 


1 firpstfir n 

Cs Cs \ 

3 ii 

4 Aniruddha omits . Ed. 
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character] of the ‘ sustained 9 is destroyed at the time of 
amputation ; so that there is no ‘ Pervadedness } then . Such 
is the import. 1 

b . But then what? Panchasikha says that 'Pervaded- 
ness ’ is not a result of any essential power. Then, since 
smoke is not sustained by fire [see § 32, where he contends 
that ‘ sustainedness ’ is what really expresses pervasion], 
it would turn out that it [viz., smoke,] is not [as token of 
something that is betokened,] accompanied by fire. To this 
he says : 2 

*rar*pn- 

WT II ?!, II 


Aph. 36. Were it [thus] settled that 
it is a power of the ‘ sustained/ then, by 
the like argument, its dependence on 
an essential power, [as pretended by the heterodox teachers 


Reply, that this would 
prove too much . 


1 wf^ a n'9?TT% I 

T <T rtRT H fenR- 

sRSfa W\- 

^rrreifWi: i fa- 

^f?r h f hr: ii 

2 HH fa TPiftRH ftnRWsRt *nf*R 

9 ^ 

I rfft 

'ZTrTTTtfaftfa I cWf II 
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referred to in § 31, might be proved, also; and thus 
the argument proves nothing, since it proves too 
much]. 

a. That is to say : ‘ were it settled * that ‘ a power of the 
sustained ’ constitutes the fact of 4 Pervadedness/ it would 
be really settled 4 by the like argument/ i.e., by parity of 
reasoning, that the fact of 4 Pervadedness y results from 
essential power, also, [§31, a.\ l 

b. It was with a view to substantiate what was stated 
[in § 27], viz., that the Qualities, and the rest, are esta- 
blished [as realities,] by the employment of the five- 
membered [form of argumentative exposition], that he has 
repelled, by an exposition of 4 Pervadedness/ the objection 
to Inference as evidence, [or as a means of attaining right 
notions]. 2 

c. Now, in order to establish the fact that words , of 
which the five-membered [exposition] consists, are genera- 
tors of knowledge, the objection of others to a word’s being 
a means of right knowledge, 5 in the shape of [the objection 


1 

li 


wreracn? II 

3 ‘ Being a means of right knowledge * here renders pramanya , 
renresented. iust before, bv ‘ as evidence.’ Ed. 
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of] its being inadequate, is disposed of, by means of an 
exposition of the powers, &c., of words : 1 

*hRn 2 11 $$ 11 


Sound and sense. A P h - 37 ■ The connexion between 

word and meaning is the relation of 
expressed and expresses 

a . To the ‘ meaning 9 belongs the power termed expres- 
sibleness; to the ‘ word/ the power termed expression : sim- 
ply this is their i connexion ; 9 their interrelation, as it were . 3 


gpTst’wnft- 

2 cfT is the reading of Aniruddha. Ed. 



3 Instead of 4 simply/ &c., read, 4 this itself is their connexion, 
such [a connexion] as [is seen] in anatheticity/ 

The * connexion ’ in question is the swarupa-sambandha, for which 
see Professor Cowell's translation of the Kusumanjali , p. 13, note f . 

A better reading than the one which Dr. Ballantyne accepted from 
me is, certainly, that which omits the clause rendered, ‘ to the word, 
the power termed expression/ According to Nagesa, 4 the expressi- 
bleness inherent in the meaning is the connexion [intended]’ : 

suirnci i 

Anuyogin and anuyogitd , as Professor Cowell informs me, are the 
opposites of pratiyogin and pratiyogita , which latter I would repre- 
sent, provisionally, by 4 antithetic ’ and 4 antitheticity/ 

Pratiyogin, a very much commoner technicality than anuyogin, 
occurs in the comment on Aph. 95 of this Book. It must suffice, 
here, to add, that, as I learn from Professor Cowell, the anuyogin , 
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From one’s knowing this [connexion between a given 
word and meaning], the meaning is suggested [or raised 
in the mind,] by the word. Such is the import. 1 

b. He mentions what things cause one to apprehend the 
powers 2 [in question] : 

fafa: tf^rfafe 3 h ii 

Apk 38. The connexion [between a 
learned. word and its sensej is determined by 

three [means]. 

a. That is to say : the connexion [just] mentioned [in 
§ 37,] is apprehended by means of these three, viz., 
information from one competent [to tell us the meaning], 
the usage of the old man [whose orders to his sons we hear, 
and then observe what actions ensue, in consequence (see 
the Sahitya-darpana , § 11)], and application to the same 
thing which has a familiar name, 4 [whence we gather the 
sense of the less familiar synonym]. 

or ‘anathetic/ of ghatdbhdva, ‘non-existence of ajar/ is gkatd - 
bhdva itself, and the pratiyogin , or ‘ antithetic/ of ghatdbhdva is 
ghat a, ‘jar.’ Ed. 

2 II 

3 Aniruddha has frsRifks: m. 

4 ^Tstv^srt 

%0 




344 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


rT cfifq ^NTcT II $0. II 

Aph. 39. There is no restriction to 
dicat ions. what is to be done ; because we see it 

both ways. 

a. That is to say : and there is no necessity that this 
apprehension of the powers [§ 37,] should occur only 
in the case of ‘ something [directed] to be done •/ because, in 
[the secular life and dealings of] the world, we see the usage 
of the old man, &c., [§ 38,] in regard to what is not to 
be done [being something already extant], also, as well as 
in regard to what is to be done. 1 

II So II 

Aph . 40. He who is accomplished in 
Scriptural and seen- the secular [connexion of words with 

lav senses of words the . L 

same. meanings] can understand the sense 

of the Veda. 

a . Here he entertains a doubt : 4 




* Aniruddha reads 


Ed. 


3 Yijnana is singular as regards the lection -mftfh:, 
instead of -HrftfT: JU. 

‘ ii 
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mtT 1 ii 8=1 ii 

\ 

A douht Aph. 41. Not by the three [means 

mentioned in § 38, objects some one, can 
the sense of the Yeda be gathered] ; because the Veda is 
superhuman, and what it means transcends the senses. 

a . Of these he first repels the assertion, that what is 
meant [by the Veda] is something transcending the 
senses : 2 

* wr* tftrerra n ii 


This cleared up. A P k ' 42 ' Not 80 P* 0 - what is meant 

by the Veda is not something transcend- 
ing the senses] ; because sacrificings, &c.,are, in themselves, 
what constitutes merit, preeminently. 

a . What is asserted [in ^ 41,] is not the case ; since 
sacrificings, gifts, &c., in the shape, e. g., of the re- 
linquishment of some thing for the sake of the gods, 
are really, in themselves, i what constitutes merit/ i.e., 
what is enjoined by the Veda, ‘preeminently/ i.e., be- 
cause of their having preeminent fruit. And sacrificings, 
&c., since they are in the shape of wishings, &c., [of 
which we are perfectly conscious,] are not something 
transcending intuition. But ‘ what constitutes merit 9 
[which the objector supposes to transcend intuition,] does 
not belong to something mysterious that resides in sacri- 


1 Aniruddha exhibits the reading 

rTTrf 

1 Omssttfa II 
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firings, &c., whence what is enjoined in the Yeda must be 
beyond intuition. Such is the meaning.' 

b. He repels also what was asserted [in § 41], viz., that, 
inasmuch as it [the Yeda,] is superhuman, there can be no 
instruction by any competent person, 2 [in regard to its 
import] : 



sprfsvm n #3 ii 


Aph. 43. The natural force [of the 
Knowledge of il» Veda terms in the Veda] is ascertained 

traditional. J 

through the conversancy [therewith of 
those who successively transmit the knowledge]. 

a. But then, still, how can there be apprehension of the 
sense of Vaidic terms, in the case of gods, fruits [of ac- 
tions], &c., which transcend sense ? To this he replies : s 


1 wt 

n 

1 sfh <r- 

fisuft Him i ii 
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Aph. 44. This really takes place ; 

V^a unden file ^ because they [viz., the words,] give 

rise to knowledge, in the case both 
of things adapted [to sense] and of things not [so] 
adapted. 

a. He defines the peculiarities which belong to words, 
just because this matter is connected with the question 
of the power of words to cause right knowledge: 3 3 

5=r farSTF* II 8M II 

Jlph. 45. The Vedas are not from 
4^iedT ty °f <he Veda> eternity ; for there is Scripture for their 
being a production. 

a. Then are the Vedas the work of [the Supreme] Man ? 
To this he replies, ‘ No 5 

»t ifNwi wrewmncT 11 tft, u 

vO ^3 \ 


Ed. 


Aniruddha, according to ono of my MSS., has Bfkre:. 


2 



urruffT ii 




* ‘ Power to cause right knowledge ' is to render pr&m&nya. Ed. 

4 One of my MSS., of Aniruddha originally had 
Ed. 



‘ (rft f«R ^t: I II 
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Aph, 46. They [the Vedas,] are not 
aJfor Lord noi ihe the work of [the Supreme] Man ; be- 
cause there is no such thing as the 
[Supreme] Man, [whom you allude to as being, possibly,] 
their maker. 

a, Supply, ‘because we deny that there is a Lord’ 1 
[This is] simple. 2 

b, Adverting to the anticipation that there may be 
some other author, he sa3 7 s : 3 



Who are not authors 
of the Vedas . 


Aph. 47. Since the liberated is un- 
suited [to the work, by his indif- 
ference], and the unliherated is so, 
[by his want of power, neither of these can be author 
of the Vedas]. 4 


a. But then, in that case, since they are not the work of 
[the Supreme] Man, it follows that they are eternal. To 
this he replies : 5 


I f^r ?T X II 8b II 


1 Vide supra , p. 112, note 3. Ed, 

' f’grnffrwhrfrT i vnrnr u 
* «ii#r » 

4 See Book I., Aph. 93 and 94, at pp. 113, 114, supra , Ed, 

II 
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An illustration. 


Aph. 48. As in the case of sprouts, 
&c., their eternity does not follow from 
their not being the work of [any Supreme] Man. 

a. [This is] plain. 1 


b. But then, since sprouts, &c., also, just like jars, &c., 
are productions, we must infer that they are the work of 
[the Supreme] Man. To this he replies : 2 


wain ii 


be 


Aph . 49. Were this the case with 
these, also, [i.e., if it were the case 
that vegetables were works], we should 
find a contradiction to experience, &c. 


Plants denied to 
works. 


a. It is seen, in the world, as an invariable fact, 3 that 
whatever is the work of Man is produced by a body. This 
would be debarred, &c., were the case as you contend ; 
[for we see no embodied Supreme Man to whose handiwork 
the sprouts of the earth can be referred]. Such is the 
meaning. 4 


b. But then, since they were uttered by the Primal 


1 ii 

\ 

I cRU? II 

3 ‘ Invariable fact ’ is to translate vyapti. Ed. 

<^T I ttw ^nnf^ flfrT II 
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Man, the Vedas, moreover, are, really, the work of [the 
Supreme] Man. To this he replies : x 

TO II MO II 

\ 

Only what u voluntary 4 ph . 50. That [only] is Man's work, 

** ° work - in respect of which, even be it 

something invisible, an effort of understanding takes 
place. 2 

a. As in the case of what is visible, so, too, in the case 
of what is invisible, in respect of what thing there takes 
place ‘an effort of understanding,’ i.e., a consciousness 
that Thought preceded, 3 that thing alone is spoken of as 
Man’s work : such is the meaning. Thus it has been re- 



TjtSTTf II 




2 Read : ‘ Even where an invisible [originator] is in question, that 
[thing] in respect of which there arises the idea of [its] being made 
is [what is meant by] a production by a person.' 

Aniruddha, Nagesa, and Vedanti Mahadeva agree in supplying 
kartari after adrishte. JEd . 


3 Instead of Vijnana's expression, * the idea of [its] being pre- 
ceded by consciousness,' Nagesa has: 

vO Cv C . v® * 

‘ the idea that [its] being made was preceded by consciousness,' i,e., 
the notion that it was produced aforethought. 

Vedanti Mahadeva impliedly contrasts with a jar, as being a pro- 
duction of an intelligent and self-conscious maker, a sprout, which 
originates as a factor of a series of causes and effects alternating from 
the time when vegetation was first evolved. Also see the two 
aphorisms preceding the one commented on. J£d, 
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marked that a thing is not Man’s work merely through its 
having been uttered by Man ; for no one speaks of the 
respiration during profound sleep as being Man’s work, 
[or voluntary act]. But what need to speak of antece- 
dence of Understanding? The Vedas, just like an expi- 
ration, proceed, of themselves, from the Self-existent, 
through the force of fate, wholly unpreceded by thought. 
Therefore, they are not [a Supreme] Man’s work. 1 2 


1 ^ qfwwfa 

C\ 

ff*m shw i *Rf<T i «t 

i fa ?r 

3T<Tt 5T U ufcfoT: II 

2 Instead of* a thing is not Man’s work,’ &c., I have translated, 
in the Rational Refutation , &c., p. 65 : * Not from the mere fact of 
[its] being uttered by a person [can one say there is] producedness 
[of a thing] by [that] person ; since it is not the wont to speak of the 
respiration of deep sleep as the production of a person : but, by [reason 
of its] production consciously, [a thing is said to be produced by a 
person]. The Yedas, however, just like an expiration, and by virtue 
of desert [of souls], issue, spontaneously, from Brahma, without ever 
being consciously produced [by him]. Hence they are not production? 
of a person.* 

Dr. Ballantyne was misled by the full stop mistakenly put, in my 
edition of the Sdnkhya-pravackana-bhdshya , before fa <T. Ed. 
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6. But then, in that case, since they are not preceded 
by a correct knowledge of the sense of the sentences, 1 the 
Vedas, moreover, like the speech of a parrot, can convey 
no right knowledge. 1 To this he replies 3 : 




The Vedas their own 
evidence. 


Apli. 51. They are, spontaneously, 
conveyers of right knowledge, from 
the patentness of their own power 


[to instruct rightly]. 


a . That is to say : the authoritativeness 5 of the very 
whole of the Vedas is established, not by such a thing as 
its being based on the enouncer’s knowledge of the truth, 
but quite ‘ spontaneously because, as for the Vedas* 
‘own/ i.e., natural, power of generating right knowledge, 
thereof we perceive the manifestation in the invocations 6 
[which produce the result promised], and in the Medical 


1 Read, instead of ‘since they are/ &c., ‘since the true sense of 
their sentences was not originated consciously/ Ed, 

2 The implied ‘ power to convey right knowledge ’ represents 
pr&manya. J Ed. 

HTRTTRT H WRT I rRI? II 

4 Vedanti Mahadeva has the reading fwsrcRHiftsr#:, 
and comments accordingly : 

TORifranii: HH i nwfd iw I ja. 

6 As in the aphorism, prdmanya, which, soon after, is rendered 
by ‘ validity/ Ed. 

6 Mantra , a word of various meanings. Ed . 
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Scripture, [the following of which leads to cures], &c. 
And so there is the aphorism of the Nyctya [Book II., 

§ 68 x ] : ‘ And [the fact of] its being a cause of right kn6w- 
ledge, like the validity of invocations, and the Medical 
Scripture/ &c. 2 

b. In regard to the proposition [laid down in §26, viz.], 
i And of the [existence of the] Qualities, &c., there is not 
absolute debarment/ there was duly alleged, and developed 
[under § 27], one argument, viz., by the establishing the 
existence of Happiness, &c. Now he states another 
argument in respect of that 3 [same proposition] : 

ru<t: larR h m* ii 

Cognition is evidence A P h - 52 - There is n0 Cognition of 
of existence. what is no entity, as a man’s horn. 


1 The correct reading of the aphorism is 

WWWWmmmmfa I Ed. 

\ 

2 t^RT f?RT R WRsTR- 

RcT 1R TUHTTni 

^ I ?RT R 

I cfrURT- 

wfafa (i 

3 TRfT^^TT R RRRRTV ^frT nfcRRT 

arro^r TW- 

facRT I URR tnRRBTf H 
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a. Be it, moreover, that the existence of pleasure, &c., 
is proved by the reasoning [under § 27] ; it is proved by 
mere consciousness, also. Of pleasure, &c., were they 
absolutely nonentities, even the consciousness could not be 
accounted for ; because there is no cognition of a man’s 
horn, and the like. Such is the meaning. 1 

b. But then, [interposes the Naiydyika,] if such be the 
case, let the Qualities, &c., be quite absolutely real; and 
then, in the expression ‘ not absolute debarment ’ [in § 26], 
the word ‘ absolute ’ is [superfluous, and, hence,] unmean- 
ing. To this he replies : 2 

ii m? n 

Aph. 53. It is not of the real [that 
ubM% a l?aL'* C ' ,n ° l there 13 here cognizance] ; because 
exclusion is seen [of the Qualities]. 

a. It is not proper [to say], moreover, that the cogni- 
zance of the Qualities, &c., is that of the absolutely real ; 
because we see that they are excluded [and not admitted 


1 ^ITCfT 

snh ii 

sO n!> 

| cHTf II 
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to exist,] at the time of destruction [of the mundane 
system], &c. x 

b. But then, even on that showing, let the world be 
different both from real and from unreal ; nevertheless, the 
demurring to absolute debarment [in § 26,] is untenable. 
To this he replies : 2 

ii ii 

A Veddntic advance A ph. 54. It is not of what cannot be 
rejected. [intelligibly] expressed [that there is 

cognizance] ; because there exists no such thing. 

a. And there takes place, moreover, no cognizance of 
such [a thing] as is not to be expressed as either existing 
or not existing ; ‘ because there exists no such thing,’ i.e., 
because nothing is known other than what exists or what 
does not exist : such is the meaning. The import is, be- 
cause it is proper to form suppositions only in accordance 
with what is seen. 3 


1 fw- 

1 wwwfo frraip* -jrws^rt tt- 

3 

>tr ^ w n rd>n 

i 
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b. But then, on that showing, do you really approve 
of [the Nyaya notion of] ‘ cognizing otherwise/ [or our 
fancying that nature to belong to one, which belongs to 
another] ? He replies, ‘No’ : 1 2 

snarangrcf cT:* H*NtamtTrn?T 3 11 mm ii 

Aph. 55. There is no such thing as 
A A yaya view rejected . CO g n i z ing otherwise [or cognizing that 

as belonging to one, which belongs to another] ; because 
your own proposition is self-destructive. 

a. This, also, is not proper [to be said], viz., that one 
thing appears under the character of another thing [e.g., 
a rope, under the character of a serpent, for which it may 
be mistaken, in the dusk] ; ‘ because your own proposition 
is self-destructive/ 4 Of another nature [e.g., snakehood], 
in a different thing [e.g., a rope], equivalence to a man’s 
1 torn , is [what is virtually] expressed by the word 6 other- 
wise 5 [than the truth ; both a man^s horn, and the pre- 
sence of snakehood in a rope mistaken for a snake, being, 
alike, otherwise than real] ; and [yet] its cognition [thus] 
otherwise is asserted, [as if that could be cognized which is 
equivalent to what can not be cognized] : hence your own 

1 fw^ngrrfrK^vr i n 

2 Dr. Goldstiicker, in his Sanskrit Dictionary, erroneously speaks 
of anyathd-khydti as if it were a technicality of the Sankhya 
philosophy, and quotes, by way of proof, the aphorism to which this 
note is appended. Ed, 

3 In one of my MSS. of Aniruddha was, originally, -WTcT, 
instead of -«rrarm<r Ed. 

4 See Book III., Aphorism 66, at p. 267, supra. Ed. 



BOOK V., APH. 56. 


357 


proposition is self-destructive. For even those who con- 
tend for ‘ cognizing otherwise' [as one mode of cognition,] 
declare that the cognition of what does not exist is impos- 
sible. Such is the meaning. 1 2 

5. Expounding what he had said above, [in § 26,] c not 
absolute debarment/ he sums up his doctrine : :i 

B^Ur^nfrr^Tm^TVTcT II Mff II 

. Aph. 56. They [the Qualities,] are 

bumming up. . , . , , , . J 

cognized rightly or wrongly, through 
their being denied and not denied [appropriately or other- 
wise]. 

a. All the Qualities; &c., f are cognized rightly and 





c t* 

^ (TFT HTTO^TcT 

v!) 


?ffT ^ anfrm I anm HRlfiiR- 


2 The text followed, in this paragraph is, throughout, very 
inferior ; and the rendering of it also calls for some alteration. Espe- 
cially, as to the original, copies an error of the press, 


my correction of which to was not heeded. See, for the 

purer text, pp. 23, 24, of the Appendix to my edition of the Sdnkhya- 
pravachana-bhdshya. Ed. 


3 susrrnnv ?f<T Ijlfa- 

TraHyuirfcT ii 
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wrongly.’ How ? ‘ Through their being denied and not 

denied.’ There is non-denial, as far as regards their exist- 
ing at all ; because all things [and things are made up 
of the Qualities,] are eternal. But there is denial, relatively, 
in Soul, of all things; just as is the case with the ima- 
ginary silver, for example, in a pearl-oyster, &c., or with 
the redness, &c., in crystal, &c.,‘ [which has no redness, 
without its following that redness, altogether and every- 
where, is non-existent]. 

b. This investigation is concluded. Now the considera- 
tion of Words, it having presented itself in this connexion, 
is taken in hand incidentally, at the end ; 2 [the Sankhya 
not allowing to Testimony a coordinate rank with Sense 
and Inference] : 

-f PffRRHMi: U MS II 

Aph. 57. A word does not consist of 
A^hJjSted ty0ry ° f [what the Yogas call] the ‘expresser’ 
(sphota ) ; by reason both of cognizance 
[which would disprove the existence of such imaginary 


1 sw i i 

i^r^RTrr I *HN^rTT 

SftcT *RT RifofiT- 

f^5 ii 


f^RTT* I 



WfnTfT IRgjR II 
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thing,] and of non-cognizance, [which would, in like 
manner, disprove it]. 

a. It is held, by the followers of the Yoga , that there 
exists, in distinction from the several letters, an indivisible 
[unit, the] word, such as ‘ jar/ &c., [which they call] the 
4 expression ; n just as there is a jar, or the like, possessing 
parts, which is something else than the parts, viz., the shell- 
shaped neck, &c. ; and that particular sound, termed a word, 
is called the ‘ expresser/ because of its making apparent 
the meaning : such a word [we Sankhyas assert, in oppo- 
sition to the Yogas ,] is without evidence [of its existence]. 
Why ? i By reason both of cognizance and of non-cogni- 
zance/ [as thus] : Pray, is that word [which you choose 
to call the i expression/] cognized, or not? On the 
former alternative, what need of that idle thing, [the sup- 
posed ‘ expression 9 ? For,] by what collection of letters, 
distinguished by a particular succession, this [‘expression’] 
is manifested, let that be what acquaints us with the 
meaning. But, on the latter alternative, [viz., that it is 
not cognized], the power of acquainting us with a mean- 
ing does not belong to an 4 expression ’ which is not cog- 
nized. Therefore, the hypothesis of an ‘ expresser' is 
useless. Such is the meaning . 2 


1 For sphota , ‘ eternal word/ which the translator renders by 
‘ expresser,’ and also by 4 expression,’ see Professor Cowell’s edition of 
Coiebrooke’s Essays , vol. i., p. 331, foot-notes 2 and 3 ; and the 
translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraha by Professors Cowell and 
Gough, pp. 209, et seq . 

It is likewise observable that, in what precedes and follows, sabda 
is variously rendered, besides that sabda and pada are not dis- 
criminated. Ed. 

2 sfrrft^ 
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b. The eternity of the Vedas was contradicted 1 before, 
[under § 45]. Now he contradicts also the eternity of 
letters : 2 

^ 11 Mb 11 

The eternity of letter, A P h 58 ‘ S ° Und 13 not eternal; be- 

denied . cause we perceive it to be made. 

a . It is not proper [to say, as the Mimansakas say], that 
letters are eternal, on the strength of our recognizing, e.g., 
that ‘ This is that same G ’ ; for they are proved to be 
non-eternal, by the cognition, e.g., that ‘[the sound of] G 
has been produced ’ : such is the meaning. And the recog - 


•srrerciiwtsfhfiiBt uCTSR’Rta n ^ n- 

^5- 

WfT H WtSHTHTfilRS: I *fcf: I HrfttHH- 
nlfcWTH i * fa Wcffan ^ i 

^ atsfa- 

vO 

Ttiwm^nn^ru- 
faftfb aj*tr 11 

1 Pratishiddha , ‘ demurred to/ Pd, 

2 %Ffi ftRUri MfrffMSfl I 

Hfbwfh 11 

» Nige^las . Ed. 
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nition has reference to the homogeneousness with that [one 
which had been previously heard] ; for, otherwise, it would 
turn out that a jar, or the like, is eternal, inasmuch as it is 
recognized} 

6. He ponders a doubt : 2 

ii m<> ii 

Aph. 59. [Suppose that] there is [in 
the case of sounds,] the manifestation 
of something whose existence was previously settled ; as 
[the manifestation] of a [preexistent] jar by a lamp. 

a. But then [some one may say], of Sound, whose exis- 
tence was ‘ previously settled/ the manifestation, through 
noise, &c., that alone is the object in the cognition of its 
production , [which you speak of in § 58]. An example of 
manifestation [of a thing previously existing] is, 4 as of a 
jar by a lamp.’ 3 


1 U rfctfn: 

I ^ rP^TcflW- 

I Hrqfa^TT fn- 

^(Tnitftfcr ii 

2 II 

II 
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b. He repels this : l 

II % II 

Aph. 60. If the dogma of products' 
1 J being real [is accepted by you], then 
this is a proving of the already proved. 

a . If you say that ‘ manifestation ’ means the taking of 
a present condition by means of rejecting an unarrived 
[or future,] condition, then this is our dogma of the reality 
of products [Book I., § 115] ; and such an eternity belongs 
to all products, [not specially to Sound] ; so that you are 
proving the already proved [or conceded] : such is the 
meaning. And, if i manifestation’ is asserted to be just in 
the shape of the cognition of what is presently real, then 
we should find [on your theory,] that jars, &c., also, are 
eternal ; because it would be proper [on that theory,] that 
the object in the perception of production, by the operation 
of the causes [the potter, &c.], should be that of "knowledge 
only, as in the case of words, &c., and also in the case of 
jars, &c. ; [for the jar is shown by the lamp, not made by 
it]. Such is the import. 2 3 

1 trftf tRt ii 

cT^T 

^ ^HRrRT RcT 

fa c Mfare a m cRT TR faSTcTHlfa: 

8 Vide supra\ p. 142, e. Ed. 
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b. An objection to tbe non-duality of Soul, not pre- 
viously mentioned, is to be adduced ; therefore the refuta- 
tion of the non-duality of Soul is recommenced, 1 [having 
been already handled under Book I., § 149] : 

2 Hflrrm^r#r h n 

Non-Mily of Soul A l )h ‘ 61 ' Noil-duality of Soul is not; 
denied on grounds of for its distinctions are cognized through 

Inference. 

signs. 

a . That is to say : because it is proved to be really dif- 
ferent [in different persons], by the sign that one quits 
Nature [or escapes from the mundane condition], while 
another not does quit it, &c. 3 

b . But, he tells us, there is even sense-evidence destruc- 
tive of the non-distinction of Soul from things [that are] 
non-Soul, asserted in the Scriptural texts, ‘All this is Soul 
only/ 4 ‘ All this is Brahma only / 5 6 

II II 


1 

2 Nagesa, as also some copies of Vijnana’s work, has r|] 
PRt. ‘ non-duality of Souls/ Ed. 

H 

4 Chhandogya Upanishad , vii., xxv,, 2. Ed. 

6 For a very similar passage, vide supra , p. 243, near the foot. Ed, 
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Non-duality denied A P h -_ 62 ■ Moreover, there is not 
on grounds of Seme. [non- distinction of Soul] from non- 

Soul ; because this is disproved by sense-evidence. 

a. That is to say : moreover, there is not a non-distinc- 
tion between the non-Soul, i.e., the aggregate of the ex- 
perienceable, and Soul ; because this is excluded also by 
sense-evidence, [as well as by signs, (§ 61)] ; because, 
if Soul were not other than the whole perceptible, it 
would also not be different from a jar and a web; 
since the jar, e.g., would not be other than the 
web, which [by hypothesis,] is not other than the 
Soul: and this is excluded by sense-evidence, which 
constrains us to apprehend a distinction 1 [between ajar 
and a web] . 

h . In order to clear the minds of learners, he illustrates 
this point, though already established : 2 

%TTWT t II II 


The reasons combined. 


Aph. 63. Not between the two [Soul 
and non-Soul, is there non-difference] ; 
for that same [couple of reasons]. 


a . ‘Between the two/ i.e., between Soul and non-Soul, the 
two together, also, there is not an absolute non-difference ; 


1 sRwnfa JTtnraTOJngpTt *rit<T 

WTrT I 

gn«^TcT i R ^ ssrth n 
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for the couple of reasons [given in § 61 and § 62] : such 
is the meaning. 1 

b. But then, in that case, what is the drift of such 
Scriptural texts as, ‘ [All] this is Soul only ? ’ To this he 
replies : 2 


Scripture accommodates 
itself to human frailty of 
understandmg. 


Aph. 64. There it is for the sake of 
something else, in respect of the un- 
discriminating. 


a. That is to say : ‘ in respect of the undiscriminating/ 
with reference to undiscriminating persons, in the case of 
non-difference [between Soul and non-Soul, apparently 
asserted in Scripture], it is * there for the sake of some- 
thing else;* i.e., the observation 3 is [designed to be] 
provocative of worship. For, in the secular world, through 
want of discrimination, body and the embodied, the ex- 
perienced and the experiencer, are regarded as indifferent; 4 


1 ^HTWTf *TT- 

2 rT^ ufcTft- 
fa I H 

3 To render anuvdda , which, as defined by Professor Cowell, 
signifies 4 the reiteration or reinculcation of an injunction, it may be 
with further details, but without dwelling on the purpose of the 
injunction itself.’ Aphorisms of Sdndilya , &c., p. 75, foot-note. 
Atpp. 24 and 25, he translates anuvdda by 4 confirmatory repetition* 
and 4 illustrative repetition.* Ed. 
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[and Scripture humours the worldling's delusion, with a 
view to eventually getting him out of it]. 

b . He declares, that, according to the asserters of Non- 
duality [of Soul], there can be no material cause of the 
world, either : l 

ara ii it 

\ 

The Vedanta system A P k ' 05 ‘ Neither Soul, UOf IgnO- 
supplies no material for ranee, nor both, can be the material 

ih " w ° 1 cause of the world ; because of the 

solitariness of [Soul]. 

a. The soul alone, or Ignorance lodged in the soul, or 
both together, like a pair of jar-halves [conjoined in the 
formation of a jar], cannot be the material of the world; 
‘because of* the solitariness’ of Soul. For things under- 
go alteration only through that particular conjunction 


ii 

ii 

2 According to Nagesa’s reading, 

* Ignorance ’ is qualified as ‘ beginningless/ or ‘ eternal a parte ante* 
Vedanti Mahadeva reads, as do some MSS. of Vijnana, 
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which, is called * association ;* hence the [ever] solitary 
Soul, without a second, since it is not associated, cannot 
serve as a material cause. Nor can it do so by means of 
[association with] Ignorance, either; because the conjunc- 
tion of Ignorance has been already excluded by the fact 
of solitariness . Moreover, that the two together should be 
the material is impossible, even as it is that either, seve- 
rally, should be the material ; simply ‘ because of the soli- 
tariness/ Such is the meaning. And, if you choose that 
Ignorance should subsist as a substance located in the soul, 
as the air in the heavens, then there is an abandonment 
of the non-duality of Soul, 1 [for which you Vedantis con- 
tend]. 

b. He himself [in Book I., § 145,] decided that the soul 
consists of light, [or knowledge] . In regard to this, he 
repels the prima facie view, founded on the text, ‘ Brahma 


1 ^trcriwfttm ^nfVsrT wj- 

fact TT ^ *w- 

i ft 3j: 

OTTO ftlWrTR I 

f I li- 

ft 
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is reality, knowledge, and joy/ 1 that the essence of the 
soul is joy, also : 2 

II ttl II 

Cs \ 

Aph. 66. The two natures, joy and 
ledge! bott yandkn ° W ~ knowledge, do not belong to one; be- 
cause the two are different. 

a. A single subject has not the nature both of joy and 
of intelligence ; because, since pleasure is not experienced 
at the time of knowing pain, pleasure and knowledge are 
different : such is the meaning. 3 

b. But then, in that case, what becomes of the Scripture, 
that it [Soul,] consists of joy ? To this he replies : 4 

11 is n 

1 The passage thus rendered looks as if it were taken, with the 
addition of its opening word, from the JBrihaddranyaka Upanishad , 
iii., 9, 28 ; or & 'atapatha-br&hmana, xiv., 6, 9, 34. Ed. 

srafa '‘sprHKtsun- 
wtircj farratrfa 11 

3 u^ifRU! ?! fleffir 

II 

4 arr nfb: i <nnf i 
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Aph. 67. Metaphorical [is the word 
plained away. joy, in the sense] oi the cessation of 

pain. 

a . That is to say : the word c joy/ in the Scriptural ex- 
pression which means, really, the cessation of pain, is 
metaphorical. This is stated in [the maxim], ‘ Pleasure is 
the departure of both pain and pleasure/ 1 

b. He states the cause of this metaphorical employ- 
ment : 2 

Why the term used A P h - 68 - It ™ [as] a laudation of 

in a sense not literal. emancipation, for the sake of the dull. 

a. That is to say : the Scripture, as an incitement to 
‘the dull/ i.e., the ignorant, lauds, as if it were joy, the 
emancipation, consisting in the cessation of pain, which 
[cessation] is the essence of the soul 4 [for the soul is 
such joy as consists of the absence of pain]. 

b . In order to manifest immediately the origin, already 


i 5: wijrrcre sftr 


nnsr 



* For another translation, beginning with the introduction to 
Aphorism 67, see the Rational Refutation , &c., p. 34 Ed. 

2 B 
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declared, 1 of the internal organ, he repels the prim& 
facie view, that the Mind is all-pervading : 2 

antraa ww w.4Mif<r<JHiYi' » ft? « 

Aph. 69. The Mind is not all-per- 
^<Th« Mmd not ail-per- va( jj n g. because it is an instrument, 

and because it is, moreover, an organ. 

a. The Mind, meaning the totality of the internal instru- 
ments,* is not all-pervading ; for it is an instrument, as an 
axe, or the like, is. The word ‘ and * [literally, ‘ or,’ in 
the Aphorism,] implies a distributive alternative, [not an 
optional one]. The meaning is this, that, [while the 
whole of the internal instruments are instruments ,] the par- 
ticular internal instrument, the third 5 [the Mind, manas 8 ], 


1 Dr. Ballantyne, under the misapprehension that ‘ the subtile 
body ’ was pointed to, here added, in brackets, ‘ in B. III., §§ 14, 15, 
&c.’ Ed. 

" ^Rttsunirtenr: 'jjrfwnn 

8 Aniruddha and Yedanti Mah&deva seem to add the words 

• See the passage immediately fol- 

lowing the aphorism. Ed. 

* The term manas , the translator’s ‘Mind/ denotes not only 
one of the three internal organs, but, sometimes, as here, all three 
taken together. See the Rational Refutation , <fcc., pp. 45, 4G, text 
.and foot-notes. Ed. 

6 See Book II., Aph. 30, at p. 308, supra . Ed. 

6 The words here bracketed I have substituted for ‘ the subtile 
body, mentioned under B. III., § 12, a* Ed . 
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ifi not all-pervading ; because it is, moreover, an organ} 
But knowledge, &c., pervading the body, are demonstrable 
as only of medium extent, 2 [neither infinite nor atomic]. 

b. Here, there being a doubt whether this be con- 
vincing, he propounds an appropriate confutation : s 


i t rffrW TBfi refr II s° II 

^9 


Aph. 70. [The Mind is not all-per- 
Proof of tlm. vading] ; for it is movable ; since there 

is Scripture regarding the motion. 


a. That is to say ; since, inasmuch as there is Scripture 
regarding the going of the Soul [which, being all-perva- 
ding, cannot go] into another world, it being settled that 
it is its adjunct, the internal organ, that is movable, [see 
Book I., § 51], it cannot be all-pervading. 4 


1 See Book II., Aph. 26, nt p. 206, supra. Ed. 

WMKIKIlfow I I 

Sfa II 

fat ^ fawft TM- 

C\ ^ 
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b. In order to prove that it is a product, he repels also 
the opinion that the Mind is without parts : x 

^ <T#rnf*c[<T 2 || II 

Aph. 71. Like a jar, it [the Mind,] 

The Mind has parts. • , , , •. 

1 is not without parts ; because it comes 

in contact therewith, [i. e., with several Senses, simul- 
taneously]. 

a . The word f therewith' refers to ‘organ,’ which occurs 
in a preceding aphorism, [§ 69]. The Mind is not with- 
out parts ; f because it comes in contact,’ simultaneously, 
with several sense-organs. But, ‘ like a jar,’ it is of medium 
size, [neither infinite nor atomic], and consists of parts. 
Such is the meaning. And it is to be understood that the 
internal organ, when in the state of a came, [and not 
modified and expanded, e.g., into knowledge, which is its 
product,] is , indeed, atomic. 3 


Tpsrffhii 

2 

both my MSS. of Aniruddha, is changed, by 

a later hand, to VTrf^TcT , the reading of Vedanti Mahadeva. 

Ed. N 

C\ C\ c 

Rt * ,%TTtT s I 
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b. He demurs to the eternity of Mind, Time, &c. : l 
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II II 

C <9 \ 


Eternity belongs to what. 


Aph. 72. Everything except Nature 
and Soul is uneternal. 


a. [Th is is] plain. And the Mind, 2 the Ether, &c., when 
in the state of cause, [not developed into product], are 
called Nature, and not Intellect, 3 &c., by reason of the 
absence of the special properties, viz,, judgment, 4 &c. 5 

b. But then, according to such Scriptural texts as, * He 
should know Illusion to be Nature, and him in whom is 
Illusion to be the great Lord, and this whole world to be 
pervaded by portions of him,’ 6 since Soul and Nature, 


1 faHTrj Trfh^Mfrr II 

2 Intended to represent antaJikarana , ‘internal organ.’ Vide 
supra , p. 370, note 4. Ed. 

3 The very inferior, because ambiguous, reading, in the original, 
manas, I have changed to buddhi , and have displaced Dr. Ballantyne’s 
corresponding ‘ Mind.* Ed. 

4 Vyavasdya. For its synonym, adhyavasdya , vide supra , 
p. 209, note 1. Ed. 

5 1 

f^R TFjfnrfrarn 
TpaTVT^nvnTHT-snn ii 

6 Swetdswatara Upanishad , iv., 10. Professor Gough trans- 
lates, differently : ‘ Let the sage know that Prakjnti is Maya, and 
that Mahesw&ra is the M&yin, or arch-illusionist All this shifting 
world is filled with portions of him.* A foot-note explains ‘ Mahes- 
wara* as intending ‘ Iswara, Rudra, Hara, or £iva.’ Philosophy of 
the Upanishads, p. 224. Ed. 
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also, are made up of parts, they must be uneternal. To 
this he replies :* 

* « s? n 


1 i wnrf ?r ^ 

i oPPrnnRiju^r ami a- 

\ V* vfj 

r TcT i ^Tf^afrrft: SFPRrrr- 

^fiT3Inrf*TftT I cT’TT^ II 


2 This reading is peculiar; many MSS. of Vijnana, with which 
agree Aniruddha, Nagesa, and Vedanti Mahadeva, having HTf*FT:. 


Their elucidations of the aphorism here follow. Aniruddha : t{ 

Hlfnvfr 5riTr*RT0^? TTOTTO I 
fTfHFTr^^: I 

v!l C\ 

I Nagesa : 

5T I Then 

follows the quotation as in Vijnana. Vedanti Mahadeva : *CFrr: 


^rn^nftr *m *irro3 * sfcr ^ mvm 

* ^TT^T^r f^FTrq^: I Some MSS. of Vijnana 

'9 

have precisely the words of Nagesa, transcribed above, barring the quite 
immaterial substitution of at the beginning. 


is, without doubt, the correct reading. Vijnana 

and Nagesa take it to denote ‘Soul and Nature;’ Aniruddha and 
Vedanti Mahadeva, ‘ Nature * only. Bhdgin means, literally, ‘ that 
which is made up of parts/ or ‘the Whole.’ Hence, ‘Whole’ is to take 
the place of Dr. Ballantyne’s ‘ Experiencer/ It occurs again in 
Aph. 81 of this Book, at p. 379, infra . JEo L 
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O/O 


Sotd and Nature not 
made up of parts . 


Aph . 73. No parts [from the pre- 
sence of which in the discerptible, one 
might infer destructibility,] are found 


in the Experiencer ; for there is Scripture for its being 


without parts. 


a. Parts are not appropriate to ‘ the Experiencer/ i. e., 
to Soul, or to Nature ; for there is Scripture for their 
being without parts ; that is to say, because of such [texts] 
as, 6 Without parts, motionless, quiescent, unobjectionable, 
passionless/ 1 2 


b. It has been stated [in Book I., § 1,] that Emancipa- 
tion is the cessation of pain. In order to corroborate this, 
he then repels the doctrines of others, in regard to Eman- 
cipation : 3 


Aviewo/Emancipa. Aph. 71. Emancipation is not a 
tion disputed. manifestation of joy; because there 


1 iprczi UVFIFT ^ 

fatrsi i 11 

3 Swetaswatara Upanishad t vi., 19. Professor Gough renders 
as follows : 4 Without parts, without action, and without change ; 
blameless and unsullied.* Philosophy of the TJpanishads , pp. 232, 
233. Ed. 

?pr npg u 

4 Ved&nti Mahadeva omits *?%• according to my sole MS. 

^ . 

Most probably, however, there is, here, a mistake of the copyist. Ed . 
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are no properties [in Soul, as, e.g., in the shape of 

j°y]* 

a. There belongs to Soul no property in the shape of joy, 
or in the shape of manifestation ; and the essence [of Soul] 
is quite eternal, and, therefore, not something to be pro- 
duced by means: therefore, Emancipation is not a mani- 
festation of joy : such is the meaning. 1 

fwrrnntf^fwirr n ii 

vD \ 

Aph. 75. Nor, in like manner, is it 
Second view disputed. [Emancipation,] the destruction of 
special qualities. 

a. Emancipation is, moreover, not the destruction of all 
special qualities, ‘ In like manner.’ Because there are 
absolutely no properties [in Soul, (see § 74)]. Such is the 
meaning. 2 

^ II S>i II 

Aph. 76. Nor is it [Emancipation,] 
A third view disputed. any particular going of that [Soul,] 
which is motionless. 

a . Moreover, emancipation is not a going to the world 


1 # *rr- 
% ^t} Tt fTRqwirfh unRumw i 

2 =3T3U| n* 'll ^ WfW; I ?T?fT I 

: ii 
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of Brahma because the Soul, since it is motionless, does 
not go. 2 

h ss n 

Aph. 77. Nor is it [Emancipation,] 

A fourth view disputed. . n n P i i 

the destruction oi the influence of [intel- 
lectual] forms, by reason of the faults of momentariness, &c. 

a. The meaning is, that also the doctrine of the Nihilist, 
that the Soul consists merely of momentary knowledge, 
that Bondage is the modifying thereof by objects, and 
that emancipation is the destruction of the influence 
thereof called Memory, 8 is inadmissible ; because, by reason 
of the faults of momentariness, &c., [such] emancipation is 
not the Soul’s aim. 4 

b. lie censures another [conception of] emancipation 
of the Nihilist's : 5 

1 See Book IV., Aph. 21, tf., and Aph. 31, b., at pp. 301 and 310, 
supra . Ed. 

1 sreratWmfa ?! KRj bifes- 

HKH n^WRTrf II 

3 Vdsand ; for which vide supra , p. 29, note 2. Ed. 

' HR f^lTRTOlT H- 

*rt- 

■feranci ci^fi 5i ffiwn- 

: n 

5 5H%^r wsgfht ii 
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. ... . . Aph. 78. Nor is it [Emancipation, I 

A fifth view disputed. , , . . n « • , 

destruction oi all ; for this has, among 
other things, the fault of not being the Soul’s aim. 


a. Likewise, the entire destruction of the Soul, which 
consists of knowledge, is not emancipation ; because, 
among other things, we do not see, in the world, that the 
annihilation of the soul is the soul’s aim: such is the 
meaning. 1 

trrarofq n ii 

C\ 


A sixth mew disputed. Aph. 79. So, too, the Void. 

a. The annihilation of the whole universe, consisting of 
cognition and the cognizable, is, thus, also, not emancipa- 
tion ; because Soul’s aim is not effected by Soul’s annihila- 
tion : such is the meaning. 2 


upturn fjtfrm'rn sfa u 

sfq II to II 


Aph. 80. And conjunctions termi- 
nate in separations; therefore, it [Eman- 
cipation,] is not the acquisition of lands, &c., either. 


A seventh view disputed. 


ii 
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a. From its perishableness, possessorship is not Emanci- 
pation. 1 

* mfwrr u t«i ii 


Aph. 81. Nor is it [Emancipation,] 

An eighth view disputed. . ,. r ^ ,, tttv i a 

conjunction ol a Part with the Whole. 2 

a . Emancipation is not absorption of € a Part/ i.e., 
the Soul, into ‘ the Whole/ i. e., that of which it is [on 
the view in question,] a part, viz., the Supreme Soul ; for 
the reason assigned [in § 80], viz ., c conjunctions terminate 
in separations/ and because we do not admit a Lord [Book I., 
§ 92], and because, thus, self-dissolution is not SouPs aim : 
such is the meaning. 8 


l 



^ -rrfeiftfcf h 

vf) 


2 Aniruddha writes as follows, in his elucidation of the eighty-first 
Aphorism : ^ srwr *rRt sftaw 

\ vD 

i His introduction to the Aphorism runs : 

■sfNrrgcnrl hiPtIh wsrfro ^ifr 

C\ 

* wNift mfhRftrfH wn- 

cRT 



ii 

vO 
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II t* II 

. . A , . „ , Aph. 82. Nor is it [Emancipation!, 

A ninth view disputed, . • • 1 i r J 

moreover, conjunction with the [power 

of] becoming as small as an atom, &c.; since, as is the 

case with other conjunctions, the destruction of this must 

necessarily take place. 

a . Moreover, conjunction with superhuman power, e.g., 
the assuming the size of an atom, is not Emancipation ; 
because, just as is the case with connexions with other 
superhuman powers, the destruction of this, also, follows, 
of necessity : such is the meaning. 2 

^rf^^iftsfq TnicT « t? n 


A tenth view disputed. 


Aph . 83. Nor, just as in that case, 
is it [Emancipation], moreover, con- 


junction with the rank of Indra, &c. 


a. Nor is the attainment of the superhuman power of 
Indra, &c., Emancipation, — just as is the case with other 
superhuman powers [such as assuming atomic bulk] ; — by 
reason of perishableness : such is the meaning. 3 


1 Both my MSS. of Aniruddha exhibit the questionable reading 

. Ed. 

ii 
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b . He repels the objection of an opponent to what has 
been stated [in Book I., § 61], that the Organs are 
products of Self-consciousness : l 



n ii 

v!> 

Aph . 84. The Organs are not formed 
of the Elements [as the Naiyayikas 
assert] ; because there is Scripture for their being derived 
from Self-consciousness. 


The organs whence. 


a. With advertence to the opinion that Power, &c., also, 
are principles, he repels the determination of categories 
[insisted upon by the various sects] of his opponents, and 
the notion that Emancipation comes through a know- 
ledge of these [categories] merely : 3 






2 Vedanti Mahadeva has, instead of 
JU - 

frfcni • 


4 Nagesa and Ved&nti Mahadeva add xf, as does Vijnana, ac- 
cording to the best MSS. Ed. 
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Aph. 85. The rule of six categories 
v^esmaZfctefto^ is not [the correct one]; nor does 
Emancipation result from acquaintance 
therewith, [as the Vaiseshikas maintain]. 


II tit II 


And those of the 
Nydya , <J*c. 


Aph. 86. So, too, is it in the case 
of the sixteen [categories of the 
Nydya], &c. 


a. In order to establish, what has been already stated 
[in Booh I., § 62], that the five Elements are products, he 
rejects the eternity of the Earthy and other Atoms, which 
is held by the Vaiseshikas and others : x 


^TOft^rTT II II 

Aph. 87. [The five Elements being 
unscHpturai. products, as declared in Book L, § 61J, 

Atoms are not eternal, [as alleged 
in the Nydya ] ; for there is Scripture for their being 
products. 

a. Although that text of Scripture is not seen by us, 
because it has disappeared, in the lapse of time, &c., yet 
it is to be inferred from the words of teachers, and from 
the tradition of Manu, 2 [Ch. I., v. 27] . 


a TRRHuft: st ’srfrnS 
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b. But then, how can an Atom, which is without parts, 
be a product ? To this he replies 

fa^Ftrf SfiTWa II bt II 

s 

The Scripture decisive Aph. 88. Since it is a product, it is 
of the question. not without parts. 

a. That is to say : since the fact, established by Scrip- 
ture, of their being products, cannot be otherwise accounted 
for, the [so-called] Atoms of Earth, &c., are not without 
parts. 3 

b. He repels the objection of the Nihilist, that direct 
cognition of Nature, or of Soul, is impossible ; because 
[forsooth,] the cause of a thing’s being directly cognizable 
is colour : 4 


?ra i«n r- 

wyt ii 


W I (TYT? II 

2 Aniruddha reads . Ed. 


firo- 

^ttfhii 




384 


the sAnkhya aphorisms. 


^ II t<l II 

Aph. 89. There is no necessity that 
A cavil disposed of. direct cognition should have colour as 
its cause. 

a. It is no rule, that to be directly cognizable should 
result from colour only, [or other object of sense], as the 
cause ; because direct cognition may result from Merit, 
&c., [viz., mystical practices, and so forth], also: such is 
the meaning. 3 

b. Well, if that be the case, pray is the dimension of an 
Atom a reality, or not ? With reference to this, he decides 
the question of dimension, 1 [as follows] : 

5 qfwwrrrf^ crsft’TTcT n <lo ii 

\ 


1 A marginal note in one of my MSS. of Aniruddha mentions 

as a variant. Both my MSS. of Nagesa have, erroneously, 

-f^R^UTcT , instead of . Ed. 

2 Aniruddha and Vt-danti Mahadeva have 
Ed. 

f RT vftRRrfHvN 3tfTf<T II 

5 One of my MSS of Aniruddha has vfrHTO . Ed. 
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Dimension of what 

kinds. 


Aph. 90. There are not four varieties 
of dimension ; because those can be 
accounted for by two. 


a. There are not four kinds of dimension, viz., small, 
great, long, and short ; but there are only two sorts. 
‘ Because those can be accounted for by two that is to say, 
the four varieties can be accounted for by merely two, the 
atomic [or positively small,] and the great. Such is the 
meaning. For the short and the long are merely subordi- 
nate kinds of the dimension called great ; else we should 
have, e. g., no end of dimensions, in the shape of the 
crooked, &c. 1 

b. He rebuts the Nihilist’s denial of genera, 2 [as follows] : 

*TRT- 

II II 


Aph. 91. Though these [individuals] 
coyniUon!' rOVed 69 be uneternal, recognition, as being as- 
sociated with constancy, is of genus. 


1 araj ufCttr aftaTOarafaut 

aifar afaw a va i anar airtma i 

araPHwfaaT- 
fisanh i f? 

i arena awfg#: afi wr uiMfit- 
mrfrfafa: m 

a arfreaifaafmifa fatrarflfa a 

3 N&geSa, according to one of my MSS. omits Sift- Ed. 
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a. Hence, he says, it is not proper to deny [the exist- 
ence of] genus: 1 

Vf (T^WrWTOTfT II Q5> II 

And not to be denied. J P h - 92 - Therefore it [genus,] is not 
to be denied. 

a. But then[itmay be said], recognition is to be accounted 
for simply by a non-existence, in the shape of the exclusion 
of what is not the thing [recognized] : and let this be what 
is meant by the word * genus/ To this he replies / 

II <>3 II 

£ 

Genus positive, not Aph. 93. It [genus,] does not con- 
negative. s ; s t in exclusion of something else ; 

because it is cognized as an entity. 

a. That is to say: genus does not consist in exclusion 
[of something else] ; because ‘ This is that same ’ is the 
cognition of something positive ; for, otherwise, the only 
thing cognized would be, ‘ This is not a non-jar/ 4 


1 unmmwnh srr? ii 


3 One of my MSS. of Nagesa has, pretty obviously by mere error, 

4 U ^nrfhffr 

qrarereterfr i f? qnnfjR 

it 
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b. But still, recognition, may be caused by likeness. To 
this he replies i 1 

* fipTTPn: ppfrt usratiraat: 11 e# 11 

Likeness not a distinct Apli. 94. Likeness is not a separate 

principle. principle ; for it is directly appre 

hended, [as one manifestation of Community], 

a. That is to say : likeness is nothing other than same- 
ness in many parts, &c. ; for it is directly apprehended as 
consisting in sameness ; 2 [the likeness of a fair face to the 
moon, e. g., consisting in the sameness of the pleasurable 
feeling, &c., occasioned by the sight of either]. 

b. The conjecture, ‘ But then, let likeness be really an 
inherent power, and not [a modified aspect of] Community,’ 
he repels : s 

n ii 

axTf u 

nfe tracer 

ferc: ii 

4 Aniruddha has • Ed. 
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Nor a peculiar power. A V h - 95. Nor is it .[likeness,] a ma- 

nifestation of [something’s] own power ; 
because the apprehension of it is different. 

a. Moreover, likeness is not the manifestation of a 
particular natural power of a thing ; because the appre- 
hension of likeness is different from the apprehension 
of power. For the cognition of a power is not depen- 
dent on the cognition of another thing; the cognition 
of likeness, on the other hand, is dependent on the cog- 
nition of a correlative, 1 as is the case with the cognition 
of a non-existence ; so that the two conceptions are hete- 
rogeneous. Such is the meaning. 2 

b. But still, let the likeness among individual jars, &c., 
be merely that they have [all alike,] the name, e. g., of 
jar. To this he replies : s 

^ II < 1 % II 

1 Pratiyogin ; on which vide supra , p. 342, note 3. Pd. 

VtKiTTT I f? 

wbri urjpsuwa i 

4 The reading of Nagesa is * *Mt- 

Sfa. Ed. 
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Nor the relation be • 
tween names and things . 


Aph. 96. Nor, moreover, is it [like- 
ness,] the connexion between name 
and named. 


a. Because even he who does not know the connexion 
between a name and the thing named may cognize a 
likeness, 1 [e. g., between two jars]. 

b . Moreover : 2 


^ u es ii 

How it cannot be so. A P h - 97 * That connexion [viz., be- 

tween name and named,] is not eternal ; 
since both [the correlatives] are uneternal. 

a . Since both the name and the named are uneternal, 
the relation between them, also, is not eternal. How, 
then, can there be, through that , the likeness of a 
departed thing in a thing present ? Such is the meaning. 3 

b . But then, though the correlatives be uneternal, let 


1 HT^stTWT- 

ftfff II 
’^tfa^TII 

’ B5CW%^rHc*lr«|N(^«(^l5!nfn H fa- 

<s?n i w?r. 

wif^ro: ii 
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the relation be eternal. What is to hinder this ? To this 
he replies : x 

^TrT*. 2 II Qfc II 

Aph. 98. The connexion is not so 
rebelled" su " estlon [not eternal], for this reason, viz., 
because this is debarred by the evidence 
which acquaints us with the thing ; [i. e., the supposition 
is inconsistent with the definition of the term]. 

a. Connexion is proved only where disjunction incidentally 
subsists; because, otherwise, there is no room for the 
supposition of connexion ; the case being accounted for, — 
as will be explained, — simply by the natural state of the 
matter. And this incidental disjunction is impossible, if 
connexion be eternal. Therefore, connexion is not eternal ; 
for this is debarred by the very evidence that acquaints 
us with Connexion. Such is the meaning. 1 


1 7R ftrar: ^T<T l 

tow i ii 

2 Read ^r: 9 * not unoriginated/ i.e., * not eternal/ qualifying 

4 connexion.’ 4 For this reason ' renders The reading ^rra:, 

the manuscript authority for which is of the slightest, is treated as if 
no better than a typographical error, in the corrigenda to my edition 
of Vijnana’s work. Ed. 

3 Aniruddha has, instead of -OTTO! 0 . In the 

margin of one of my MSS. of his commentary is «+he variant 

-TTT^rWRTcT. Ed - 
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b. But, on this showing, there could be no such thing 
as the eternal [connexion called] Coinherence 1 between 
those two eternals, a Quality and the thing qualified ; 
[which Coinherence, or intimate relation, is one of the 
categories of the Nyaya\. To this he replies : 2 

3 *T WTOrWRlcT « II 

The Category of in- Aph. 99. There is no [such thing 
limate Relation reject'd. Coinher ence, [such as the Naiyd- 

yikas insist upon] ; for there is no evidence [for it]. 

a. But then [it may be said], the evidence of it is, the 
perception that something is qualified [or conjoined with 
a quality which inheres in it] , and the unaccountableness, 
otherwise, of the cognition of something as qualified. To 
this he replies :* 


I 5R ^ sfiT^Tf^rSt fiWT*Tt 
* i ^Trr: 

u 


1 Samavdya; of which the preferable rendering, proposed by 
Professor Cowell, is 4 interpenetration/ Ed , 

^tWVI(T I cHTT? It 

3 The reading of Nagesa is TRTOfe His gloss runs: 

fira wnnou i cnn? u 
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irsr^j jtr 

^rf ii soo ii 

„ T . , Aph . 100. Neither perception nor 

Tins argued. . „ r . ., r . , 

mterence [is evidence tor the existence 
of Coinherence] ; since, as regards both alike, the case is 
otherwise disposed of. 8 

a . Since , ( as regards both alike/ i. e., the perception of 
qualifiedness, and the inferring of it, ‘ the case is otherwise 
disposed of viz., simply by the natural state [of the thing 
and its qualities], neither of the two is evidence for [the 
imaginary category called] Coinherence : such is the 
meaning. 5 

h . It is a tenet, that, from the agitation of Nature the 
conjunction of Nature and Soul takes place, and thence 
results creation. In regard to that, there is this objection 
of the atheists, that ‘ Nothing whatever possesses the 
action called agitation ; everything is momentary ; where 

1 One of my MSS. of Aniraddha simply omits ; while the 
other has 

2 Nagesa gives THHJTJJRnR. Ed. 

3 Read, instead of ‘the case is otherwise disposed of/ ‘the 
establishment [which they lead to] is otherwise/ Ed. 

4 See the preceding note. JEd. 

'O’ 

ii 
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it arises, even there it perishes ; therefore, no motion is 
proved to be inferrible from conjunction [of anything] with 
another place [the fruit, for instance, which appears to 
reach the ground not being that fruit, any longer existent, 
which appeared to drop from the tree]. To this he 
replies : l 

■qttspJcftS: ii w ii 

Motion is matter of Aph. 101. Motion is not a matter 
perception. 0 f inference ; for he who stands very 

near has, indeed, direct cognition both of it and of 
what it belongs to. 

a. In Book Second the different opinions were merely 
mentioned, that the Body is formed of five elements, and 
so forth ; but no particular one jvas considered. In regard 
to this question, he denies the view of an opponent : 4 


1 iram 

ftfb i rivrt 

snftct srwmvr 

fijRs vvlRtma faworaterat * ’^vt- 
ftpn ffcwaWb i nvi? n 

2 Some MSS. of Vijnana omit as does Nages'a. Ed, 

8 Nagesa omits JEd. 

#ifrR^T vvtwr wg i vwt- 

HftmfcTII 
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TTTWrfcT^ ^^THxn^T^T^t- 

UT?^ II W II 

The Body is of earth Aph. 102. The Body does not consist 

only ' of jive elements ; because many [hete- 

rogeneous things] are unsuitable as the material. 

a . He will mention, that, whilst there is but one 
material, the material of every Body is earth : l 

ftra- 

WISTTrT II <10? II 

There is a Subtile as Apll . 103. It [the Body,] is not, 

well as a Gross. Body . ^ , L 

necessarily, the (dross one ; for there 
is, also, the vehicular [transmigrating or Subtile] one. 

a. Senses, [the organ of vision, for example,] distinct 
from the eye-balls, have been already mentioned. In 
order to substantiate this [point], he refutes the opinion, 
that the senses reveal what they do not reach to : 2 

r%it- 

iNir ii *108 ii 


1 *rf- 

srffriSfH II 

ftTO- 

Ttfa II 
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Connexion between Aph. 104. The senses do not reveal 

tense and object. what they do not reach to ; because 

of their not reaching, or because [else,] they might reach 
everything. 

a. The senses do not reveal things unconnected with 
them. ‘ Because of their not reaching.’ For we do not 
see that lamps, or the like, reveal what they do not reach 
to ; and because, if they were to reveal what they do not 
reach to, we should find them revealing all things, viz., those 
intercepted, and the like. Such is the meaning. Therefore 
there is an organ, other than the eye-ball, for the sake of 
connexion with the distant sun, &c. Such is the import. 
And the instruments reveal the objects simply by deliver- 
ing the object to the soul, — for they are, themselves, 
unintelligent ; — as a mirror reveals the face. Or [in other 
words], their revealing an object is simply their taking 
up an image of the object. 1 

b. He repels the conjecture : But then, in that case, 
the opinion [of the Naiyayikas,] that the sight is luminous 


* i 

i nt- 

^T<Tf ’ST3FIT- 

1 ^rWcrfa- 
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is quite right ; for we see Light alone glide rapidly to a 
distance, in the form of rays : x 


far®: II «|0M II 


The Sight not formed Aph. 105. Not because Light glides 

of Light. [and the Sight does so, too,] is the 

Sight luminous [or formed of Light] ; because the thing 
is accounted for by [the theory of] modifications, [to be 
now explained]. 

a. The Sight is not to be asserted to be luminous, on 
the ground that light is seen to glide. Why ? Because, 
just as in the case of the vital air, where there is no 
luminosity, the gliding forth can be accounted for through 
a kind of modification. Such is the meaning. For, as 
the vital air, without having at all parted from the body, 
glides out ever so far from the end of the nose, under the 
modification called breathing, [and thus smells a distant 
flower], just so the Sight, though a non-luminous sub- 
stance, without, indeed, quitting [connexion with] the 
body, all in a moment will dart off [like the protruded 
feeler of a polyp,] to a distant object, such as the sun, by 
means of the species of change called modification. 2 


a fSTT 
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b. But what is the proof that there is any such 
modification ? To this he replies : l 

u 'toft « 


Proof of his theory 
of vision , that it ac- 
counts for the pheno- 
mena. 


Aph. 106. By the sign of the dis- 
play of the attained object the 
[existence of the] modification [which 
could alone account for that display,] is 
proved. 


a. He shows [us] the nature of the modification, to 
account for the going, though without parting from the 
Body : 2 

*rFT*rcnwri ct^tt * rt>- 

(ftfcT II <\os II 


Of the theory , further. 


Aph. 107. The ‘ modification ’ is 
another principle than a fragment, or 


i *rar f? unm *r- 

nsnrarftfh u 

' fa VBTVin I <PTT(! « 

a i^nq’ffaiunfa unfifiroire 
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a quality, [of the Sight, or other sense] ; because it is for 
the sake of connexion that it glides forth. 

а . The modification is not a fragment of the Sight, or 
other sense, [serving as] the cause of the revealing of 
objects, — a part disjoined like a spark, — or a quality , 
like, e. g., Colour ; but the modification, whilst a portion 
thereof, is something else than a fragment, or a quality. 
For, if there were disruption, connexion of the sun, &c., 
with the Sight would not, through it, take place ; and, 
if it were a quality, the motion called * gliding forth* 
would be unaccountable ; [for a quality cannot move by 
itself]. Such is the meaning. 1 

б. But, if, thus, the i modifications ’ are substances, how 
is [the term] ‘ modification * applied to the qualities of 
intellect, in the shape of Desire, &c. ? To this he re- 
plies : 2 

^ ii n 


1 firorfer w*- 

^rf^rsrcpg ^f%: cj 
^SPJcTT fw I f 

\3 v9 

* 

l cRTf II 

* Aniruddha and Yedanti Mahadeva have the reading 


Ed. 
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Aph. 108. It [the term ‘ modifica- 
tion/] is not confined to substances ; 
because it is etymological, [not techni- 
cal, and applies, etymologically, to a quality, as well]. 


‘ Modifications ’ may 
be qualities , as well as 
substances. 


a . Since it is also stated, in Scripture, that the sense- 
organs are formed of the Elements, the doubt may occur, 
whether the Scriptural texts are, perhaps, to be applied 
distributively, according to the difference of particular 
worlds. In regard to this, he says : l 

II loC II 


The materials of the 
organs everywhere the 
same. 


Aph. 109. Not though there be a 
difference of locality, is there a dif- 
ference in the material [of which 
the organs are formed] : the rule is as with the like 
of us. 


a. Not through ‘ difference of locality/ as the world of 
Brahma, and the like, is it, again, the fact, that the organs 
have any other material than self-consciousness; but the rule 
is, that those of all alike are formed of self-consciousness ; as 
is the case, e. g., with us who live in this terrestrial world. 
For we hear, in Scripture, of only one Subtile Body 


1 *s nrara »5 T - 

VJfJcT I <T- 

WTf II ' 

2 Some MSS. of Vijnana exhibit 
the lection of NageSa. j Ed. 
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[made up of the organs], transmigrating generally 
through the different localities. Such is the meaning. 1 

b. But then, in that case, how is the Scripture relating 
to the materiality [of the organs] to be accounted for ? 
To this he replies : 2 

ll W ii 

Aph. 110. The mention thereof [viz., 
counted /or. oi materiality, as 11 it belonged to the 

organs,] is because there is [intended 
to be made, thereby, a more emphatic] mention of the 
concomitant cause. 4 

a. There is designation as the material cause, in the 
case even where the cause is [but] concomitant, with a 


1 5=r 

i i^sr- 

II 

ii 

3 Probably from mere oversight, my MS. of Vedanti Mah&deva’s 

work omits Ed. v 

4 Nimitta, ‘instrumental cause/ Nimitta-fcdrana is rendered 
‘occasional cause* at p. 194, supra . Colebrooke’s representatives art 
* chief or especial cause * and ‘ efficient cause/ Ed. 
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view to indicating its importance ; just as fire is [spoken 
of as arising] from fuel, [which fuel is a necessary con- 
comitant of, though not really the substance of, the fire]. 
Hence are they [the organs,] spoken of as being formed of 
the Elements. Such is the meaning. For, only in reliance 
on the support of Light, or other Element, do the Organs, 
viz., the Sight, &c., [formed] frorh the accompanying Self- 
consciousness, come to exist ; as fire, in reliance on the 
support of earthly fuel, results from the attendant Light, 1 
[or Heat, which cannot manifest itself alone]. 

b. As the subject presents itself, he determines the variety 
that belongs to Gross Body : 2 



^f?T *T II w II 


Aph. 111. The heat-born, egg-born, 
Bodiel CtUS Gr ° SS womb-born, vegetable, thought-born, 
and spell-born ; such is not an exhaus- 
tive division [of Gross Body, though a rough and customary 
one]. 


1 fijfcrisfq 

^5Tt wrsrfu I ^ HrTt^T- 

II 

2d 


2 
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a. It was stated, before, that Body has only one Element 
as its material. In this same connexion, he observes dis- 
criminatively, as follows : l 

II ^ || 

C\ \ 

The material of Bodiet. A P h ' U2 ‘ In . a11 [Bodies] Earth is 

the material : in consideration [how- 
ever,] of some speciality, there is designation as this [or 
that other element than earth, as entering into the consti- 
tution of some given body], as in the preceding case 
[treated under § 110]. 

a. In all Bodies the material is Earth only. ‘ In conside- 
ration of some speciality ; 3 i.e., in consequence of intensity 
through excess, &c., in the case of Body, as before [in the 
case of the Organs], there is, however, designation as con- 
sisting of Elements, five, or four, &c., on the ground only 
of there being a support, as in the case of the materiality 
of the Organs. Such is the meaning. 2 

b. But then, since the vital air is the principal thing in 


1 ^ vynsH i 

>nfR- 
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the Body, let the vital air itself be the originant of the 
Body. To this he replies :* 

fisi: 3 » H 

Aph. 113. The vital air is not [on 
soIrceVf a tL a Body! tU the allegation that it is the principal 
thing in the Body, to be considered] 
the originant of the Body ; because it [the vital air, or 
spirit,] subsists through the power of the organs. 

a . The vital air, consisting in the function of the organs, 
does not subsist in the absence of the organs. Therefore, 
since, in a dead Body, in consequence of the absence of the 
organs, there is the absence of the vital air, the vital air is 
not the originant of the Body. 3 

b. But then, in that case, since the vital air is not the 
cause of the Body, the Body might come into existence 
even without the vital air. To this he replies : 1 



1 HTW STCIt BTVTOTFirnjI T& ^fT- 

I FRTf II 

2 Instead of Vedanti Mahadeva has 

Ed. 

3 nro: n fav- 

% i srit w?ret TOjwnbr 
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^fawr- 

^BRltfT 1 II SS# II 


Aph. 114. The site of experience 
[viz., the Body,] is constructed [only] 
through the superintendence of the 
experiencer [Soul] : otherwise, we should find putrefaction. 


Soul essential to a 
living Body. 


a. * Through the superintendence,’ i. e., only through 
the operation, ' of the experiencer,’ i. e., Soul [literally, 
that which has the vital airs], is f the construction of the 
site of experience,’ i. e., the Body ; because, ‘ otherwise,’ 
i. e., if the operation of the vital airs were absent, we 
should find putrefaction in the semen and blood, just as in 
a dead body. Such is the meaning. And thus, by the 
several operations of circulating the juices, &c., the vital 
air is a concomitant cause 2 of the Body, through the sus- 
taining of it : such is the import. 3 


b. But then [it may be said], it is only the vital air, itself, 
that can be the superintender ; because it is this which 


1 Aniruddha reads "TO^; Vedanti Mahadeva, -TOW- 

Ed. 

2 Nimitta-kdrana. Vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed. 

’ utm- 

Hfprcu vrftwi fwfrrvi i *n*r«n wr- 
l a m m i r mre *ns*itfvra% vfa^rsnwsF- 
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operates, not the Soul, since it is motionless, and since there 
is no use in the superintendence of what does not operate. 
To this he replies : 1 

‘fsrsm 2 ii w n 

Aph . 115. Through a servant, not 

The Soul ‘ actxnq by j • . 1 • , j r • j i 

another's actions: directly, is superintendence [exercised] 

by the master. 

a. In the construction of the Body, ‘ superintendence,’ 
in the shape of energizing, is not ‘ directly,’ i. e., imme- 
diately, [exercised] ‘by the master,’ i. e., by Soul, but 
‘ through its servant,’ in the shape of the vital airs ; as 
in the case of a king’s building a city: such is the 
meaning. 3 

b. It was stated before [Book II., ^ 1,] that Nature’s 
[agency] is ‘ for the emancipation of what is [really, though 
not apparently,] emancipated.’ In reference to the objec- 
tion of opponents in regard to this, viz., ‘ How can the 


1 wran^- 

iratsRwrsrraffr i trti ii 

2 According to one of my MSS., the lection of Aniruddha is 

(T^W^MlWI^Rlfe ft* 7T UlWIWfiRKI 
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soul be eternally free, when we see it bound ? ’ with a view 
to demonstrating its eternal freedom, he says : 1 

TOTfvwjftmtm n u 

Aph. 116. In Concentration, pro- 
Soul ever free. found sleep, and emancipation, it [Soul,] 

consists of Brahma. 8 

a. Then what is the difference of emancipation from 
profound sleep and concentration ? To this he replies : 3 

nvfb: « <m ii 

Aph. 117. In the case of the two, it 
cJaZ^atim. mper/eCt is witil a seed i in the case of the other, 
this is wanting. 

a. * In the case of the two,’ viz., concentration and pro- 
found sleep, the identity with Brahma 6 is ‘ with a seed,’ 
i. e., associated with some cause of Bondage, [or reappear- 
ance in the mundane state] ; ‘in the case of the other,’ i. e., 

1 UTSR I cR 

sD vO \ 

sfismw xrXwr- 

2 See the Rational Refutation , &c., p. 33. Ed. 

3 trf? ?5: gvfiwnxftwi wrens i 

UVTf II 

4 Aniruddha has ; and so has Yedanti 

Mahadeva*, according to some copies. Ed. 

6 Brahmatwa , the abstract of Brahma. Ed. 
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in emancipation, this cause is absent : this is the distinc- 
tion. Such is the meaning. 1 

b. But then, Concentration and profound sleep are 
evident ; but what evidence is there of Emancipation ? This 
objection of the atheist he repels : 2 

TOift 3 €r h sst ii 

Aph . 118. But there are not the two 

The reality of Eman- [only] ; because the triad, also [Eman- 
ct l )ailon ' cipation inclusive], is evident; as are 

the two. 

a. The meaning is, that, since Emancipation, also, is 
‘ evident/ i. e., is inferrible, through the example of Con- 
centration and profound sleep, there are not the two, viz., 
profound sleep and Concentration, only ; but Emancipation, 
also, really is. And the argument is thus. The quitting 
of that identity with Brahma 4 which [identity] exists 
during profound sleep, &c., takes place only through a 
fault, viz., Desire, or the like, lodged in the mind; and, if 
this fault be annihilated by knowledge, then there results 


1 svt: umfirawt: 
iM: K 

8 TOTftrgjift ^ (T ic- 
Trnrjfaftr h 

3 Yedanti Mah&deva omits . Ed. 

* Brahma-bhdva, the same as brahnatwa. Ed. 
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a permanent condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &c. ; 
and it is precisely this that is Emancipation. 1 2 

h . But then [suggests some one, with reference to § 117], 
granting, that, even notwithstanding the existence of the 
‘ seed ’ [or source of return to the mundane state,] called 
Memory, 3 a mental modification after the form of any 
object does not arise during concentration , inasmuch as 
Memory is [then] dulled [or deadened] by apathy, &c., yet, 
in the case of a person in profound sleep, since Memory 
prevails, there will really be cognition of objects ; 

consequently, it is not proper to say that there is 
identity with Brahma during profound sleep. To this he 
replies : 4 

1 ^VrlT- 

ft TR rT 

fjtswterf : i i 

■srffT H 

ffcm »T5rf?T IN wtWsfo # 

2 See the Rational Refutation , &c., p. 33. Ed. 

3 Here and below, this renders v as and, on which vide supra , 
p. 29, note 2. Ed. 
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TTT'S^m^t 1 h fu- 

ftnr^r nvpm«ra^H 11 <m « 

Aph. 119. There is not the revelation, 
ingpZ/our!dTktp dur ' by memory, of an object likewise during 
the conjunction of a [more potent] fault 
[such as sleep] : the secondary cause does not debar the 
principal. 2 

a. As in the case of apathy, so, also when there is the 
conjunction of the fault of sleep, Memory does not reveal 
its own objects, does not remind us of its objects ; for the 
‘ secondary/ the subordinate, Memory, 8 cannot defeat the 


1 This I find nowhere ; and I believe it to be without warrant. 
I have printed, agreeably to the reading of Aniruddha, Vedfuiti Maha- 

deva, and the best MSS. of Vijnana, 


and have noticed, in some copies of the last-named commentator, the 
variant Nagesa has the latter 


reading, followed by ^t^fFTTrT with omission of ^rfxr. 
The Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya has 

for which 1 find no authority. 


Ed, 

2 The rendering given above is susceptible of improvement ; and 
so, very probably, is that which follows: ‘Where, moreover, there is 
influence from an obstruction [like that offered by sleep], mental 
impression does not inform one of objects [and, hence, one is then 
exempt from desires, &c., and in a state identical with that of emanci- 
pation]: a cause [of desires, &c.; and such is mental impression,] 
does not countervail what is predominant, [ e.g ., sleep, which is, as it 
were, temporary Brahmahood or emancipation].* 

Aniruddh&’s interpretation of this obscure aphorism, possibly by 
reason of his elliptical mode of expression, is far from clear. His view 
of its sense is, certainly, peculiar. Ed . 

3 Banshdra , here used as synonymous with vdsand . Ed. 
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more potent fault of Sleep : such is the meaning. For 
the really more potent fault makes the memory powerless, 
incompetent to produce its effects ; [and so there is nothing, 
in this, to prevent identification of Soul with Brahma, 
during profound sleep, any more than during apathetic 
Concentration] : such is the import. 1 

b. It was stated, in the Third Book [§ 83], that the re- 
tention of a Body by him who is emancipated while still 
living, is ‘in consequence of a mere vestige of impres- 
sion.’ 2 To this it is objected as follows. Experience 
is observed, in the case of the [alleged person] emancipated 
during life, just as in the case of the like of us, [and this 
experience continuous,] even though it may be constantly 
in respect of a single object : now, this is unaccountable 
[on the hypothesis of his really being emancipated] ; be- 
cause the antecedent impression is annihilated, exactly on 
its having produced the first [instant of] experience, and 
because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as Icnoic- 
ledge debars it ; just as is the case with Merit. To this he 
replies : 3 


1 mn chit 

frT 

v£> C\ 

HHU II 

2 Here, and often below, * impression * is to render sanskdra. Ed. 
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ipr: *tesrt: tlw i fa Wit 1 vtt wfafsCT 

dwtw?T II Vio II 

An objection met to A P h ‘ 120 - A sin g le impression [suf- 

the possibility of emanci- fices to generate, and] lasts out 2 the 

potion in one still living . . . . n J 

experience : but there are not different 
impressions, one to each [instant of] experience ; else, we 
should have a postulation of many, [where a single one may 

a. In like manner, in the case of the whirling of the 
potter’s wheel, the self-continuant principle,* called motal 
inertia, is to be regarded as only one, continuing till the 
completion of the whirling. 4 

b. It has been stated [§ 111,] that there are vegetable 
Bodies. He repels the objection of the atheist, that, in 
the case in question, there is not a Body, inasmuch as there 
is no knowledge of the external : 5 



ipzjJT 

I ^ s|T«TJrf?T^- 

I rRTI II 

1 The reading found in several MSS., is a gross 


error. Ed. 


2 Read, instead of ‘ lasts out,* * brings about,* Ed. 

3 This phrase is meant to translate sanskara. Ed, 

' 5nrc<i: item; 
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^7 

^NcT II W II 

C\ \ 

Aph . 121. Knowledge of the external 
really a Body. 18 not indispensable [to constitute a 

Body] : trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals, 
trees with invisible flowers, grasses, creepers, &c., [which 
have internal consciousness], are, also, sites of experiencer 
and experience ; as in the former case. 

a. There is no necessity that that only should be a Body, 
in which there is knowledge of the external ; but it is to 
be held that the being a Body, in the form of being the 
site of experiencer and experience, belongs also to trees, 
&c., which have internal consciousness ; because, ‘ as 
in the former case/ meaning the putrescence already 
mentioned [see § 114], of the Bodies of men, &c., [which 
takes place] in the absence of the superintendence of an 
experiencer [the living soul], even in the same way do 
withering, &c., take place in the Bodies of trees, &c., also: 
such is the meaning. And to this effect there is Scripture. 1 2 





1 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva here end one aphorism, and 

treat what follows as a second. Vijnana formally defends the reading 
to which he gives the preference. Ed . 4 
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VRtt II S** II 

c 

Aph. 122. And from the Legal In- 

ture > 'u‘ autlority Cr /or 8 ^tutes [the same fact may be inferred, 
<*«• viz., that vegetables have bodies and 

are conscious]. 

a. But then, from the fact that trees, &c., also, are thus 
conscious, we should find merit and demerit accruing to 
them. To this he replies : 2 

W II II 

Vegetables not moral Aph. 123. Not merely through a 
<H' ents - Body is there susceptibility of Merit 

and Demerit ; for Scripture tells us the distinction. 

a. The vital spirit is not liable to the production of 
Merit and Demerit through a Body merely. Why ? ‘ For 
Scripture tells us the distinction because we are told, in 
Scripture, that the liability results just from the being 


ftrere: i rtvT ^ ’afa: n 

1 Nagesa pretty evidently does not regard these words as an 
aphorism. 

* V^njifra- 
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distinguished by a Brahmanical Body, or the like [animal 
body, not -vegetable]. Such is the meaning. 1 

b. Showing that the liability to Merit and Demerit is 
solely through the kind of Body, he mentions how Body 
is of three kinds :* 

^t: ii h 

Aph. 124. Among the three there is 
tipaUtinds three 8 threefold distribution ; the Body 

of merit, the Body of experience, 
and the Body of both. 

a. There is a threefold distribution of Body ‘ among the 
three,’ i. e., among those highest, lowest, and interme- 
diate, — all living beings,— viz., the Body of merit, the 
Body of experience, and the Body of both : such is the 
meaning. Of these, a Body of merit belongs to the pre- 
eminent sages ; a Body of experience, to Indra and others, 
and to things immovable, &c. ; and a Body of both, to 
the royal sages. Here the division is [not exhaustive, 
but] into three, because of the preeminence [of these] ; for, 



»(T:i ai g 



3 Vedanti Mahadeva, if my single copy of his work may be relied 
on, omits this word. Ed. 
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otherwise, we should have all alike possessed of a Body of 
experience, 1 [like Indra] . 

b. He mentions also a fourth Body : 2 

* II II 

A fourth kind of Aph. 125. Kot any one [of these], 
Body • moreover, is that of the apathetic. 

a. That is to say : the Body which belongs to the 
ascetics is different from all these three ; such as was that 
of Dattatrcya, Jadabharata, and others ; for they possessed 
bodies consisting of mere knowledge. 3 

b In order to establish the non-existence of a Lord, 
which was stated before, he disproves the eternity of 


1 f%- 

TOTrr Scft- 

^ xmn^r ■ftrvT fwifr s*nm 

11 
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knowledge, desire, action, &c., which is accepted by others 1 
[as existing in the case of the Lord] : 

* ^i%- 

■*<T II II 

\ 

Aph. 126. Eternity does not [as is 
JtieZe'fa Lord! ** alleged by those who wish to esta- 
blish the existence of a Lord,] belong 
to knowledge, 2 &c., even in the case of the particular 
site, [viz., that of the supposed Lord] ; as is the case 
with fire. 

a. That is to say : just as we infer, from the example of 
ordinary fire, that the empyrean fire, 3 also, is not eternal. 4 

11 11 


2 Buddhi , rendered * intellect 1 at pp. 196, & e., supra. Much as 
at p. 209, supra , Vijnana hereupon remarks : 

*nro Tf%: i Ed. 

3 The world, viewed as Brahma’s egg, is fabled to be surrounded 

by seven envelopes. One of these is the d oar aria- tej as, Dr. B&llan- 
tyne’s ‘empyrean fire.’ See Professor Wilson’s translation of the 
Vishnu-purana (ed. 1864, &c.), vol. i., p. 40. I have to thank Prof. 
Cowell for this reference. Ed. ^ 

4 TO 5IT pOTNlff ^«T%rt!JH!!S3l#SW- 
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A'ph. 127. And, because the site 
Jln a ZZ ent naUy [^z., the supposed Lord,] is unreal, 
[it matters not, in the present instance, 
whether knowledge, &c., may be eternal, or not]. 

a. But then, in that case, how can it, indeed, be possible 
that there should arise Omniscience, &c., adequate to the 
creation of the universe ; since we do not behold, in mun- 
dane life, such superhuman powers [though we do see 
some,] arising from penance and the rest [of the alleged 
means of acquiring superhuman powers]? To this he 
replies : l 

ii n 

Aph. 128. The superhuman powers 2 

atoeiicismmay ^e/emte^ of concentration, just like the effects 
of drugs, &c., are not to be gainsaid. 

a. That is to say : by the example of the effects of 
drugs, &c., even the superhuman powers of assuming 
atomic magnitude, &c., which result from concentration, 
and are adapted to the work of creation, &c., are esta- 
blished. 3 


1 

3m *RTmcTTfa ^ 
^T^NTf^T I cT3Tf II 

2 Vide supra , p. 310, note 4. Ed. 

2 E 
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b. He refutes him who asserts that Thought belongs to 
the Elements ; since this is hostile to the establishment 
[of the existence] of Soul i 1 

>JjT%Tni WsNiTft: 5 ^ 3 UT?# 

sfq ^ ii w n 

Aph. 129. Thought does not belong 
A againSl to the Elements ; for it is not found 
in them separately, or, moreover, in 
the state of combination, — or, moreover, in the state of 
combination. 

a. That is to say : Thought does not exist in the five 
Elements, even when in the state of combination; because 
we do not find Thought in them, severally, at the time of 
disjunction ; 4 [and there can be nothing in the product 
which does not preexist in the cause] . 



n 


2 Aniruddha has 


Ed. 


j Nagesa, 


3 Both here and just before, Nagesa reads <FWT°, as does 
Vij nana, also, according to some MSS. Ed. 


' f tt^ ht- 


END OF BOOK V. 
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BOOK VI. 


Having explained, in four Books, all the matter of the 
Institute, and having, in the Fifth Book, thoroughly 
established it, by refuting the opinions of opponents, now, 
in a Sixth Book, he recapitulates the same matter, which 
is the essence of the Institute, while condensing it. For, 
in addition [to what has preceded], an enumeration of the 
matters before mentioned, namely, a summary, having 
been composed, learners acquire an undoubting, accurate, 
and more solid knowledge ; so that, therefore, reiteration 
is not here to be imputed as a fault ; because the method 
is that of fixing a stake, [viz., by repeated blows], and 
because arguments, &c., not previously stated, are adduced . 1 

^rf?T I ff fwr 

<3R^ ^cTft WN 

^IrT* 

TjqWTRTnff WFV ■RTTT^i' II 

2 Vedanti Mahadeva, in my single accessible MS., reads 

Ed. 

3 -*nw*rapn ? agreeably to Nagesa. Ed. 
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Aph. 1. Soul is ; for there is no 

The existence of Soul. ^ qq{ ^ j t ig not> 

a. Soul really is existent, generically; since we are 
aware of this, that ‘ I think because there is no evidence 
to defeat this. Therefore, all that is to be done is to 
discriminate it [from things in general]. Such is the 
meaning. 1 

b. The discrimination of it he establishes by means of 
two proofs : 2 

^Tf^q'frTftwtSeT 3 tf^ITcT II * II 

Aph. 2. This [Soul,] is different from 

Soul is not Body, &a. Body, &c. ; because of heteroge- 

neousness, [or complete difference between the two]. 

u 3 ii 

Aph. 3. Also because it [Soul,] is 
.%2Sj8tg™’ expressed by means of the sixth [or 
possessive,] case. 

a. That is to say : Soul is different from Body, &c., also 
because the learned express it by the possessive case, in 


1 euwroisN wfhiwRcPrr rtot- 

a FI'S flwfcT II 

s Some copies of Yedanti Mabadeva’s work omit Ed. 
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such, examples as, ‘This [is] my body/ ‘This [is] my 
understanding;’ for the possessive case would be unac- 
countable, if there were absolute non-difference 1 [between 
the Body, or the like, and the Soul, to which it is thus 
attributed as a possession]. 

b. But then, suppose that this, also, is like the expres- 
sions, ‘The Soul’s Thought’ [Soul and Thought being 
identical], ‘R&hu’s head’ [the trunkless Rahu being all 
head] , ‘ The statue’s body,’ &c. To this he replies : 2 

*7 II 8 II 

Aph. 4. It is not as in the case of 
An objection disposed of. tbe statue . 4 because there is [there] a 

contradiction to the evidence which acquaints us with 
the thing. 

a. This expression by means of the possessive case, 


1 

8 rrff: ftn:: 

enn? « 

3 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva have 

Sildputra is 4 grindstone,* according to the dictionaries ; sildpu- 
traka # in the few places where I have seen it, may well signify 
4 torso.* j Ed. 

4 ^Tith reference to the word thus rendered, see the preceding 
note. Eds 
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[viz., ‘ My body ’ (§ 3)] is not like ‘ The statue’s body,’ &o. 
In such a case as ‘ The statue’s body,’ there is a mere fic- 
tion ; ‘for it is contradicted by the evidence which acquaints 
us with the thing;’ [sense being the evidence that there 
is here no body other than the statue]. But, in such an 
expression as ‘My body,’ there is no contradiction by 
evidence ; for the contradiction, by Scripture and other 
evidences, is only in supposing the Body to be the Soul. 
Such is the meaning. 1 

b. Having settled that Soul is different from Body, &c., 
he settles its emancipation : * 

II M II 

Apli. 5. Through the entire cessa- 
ptished aiM h ° W clccomm tion of pain, there is done what was 
to be done. 

a . But then, since there is an equality of gain and loss, 
inasmuch as, through the eessation of Pain there is the 


1 fwmw 

*rarfh I *R- 

wRrifa i srctTfafh 

<| TOTCRTVt ^1% ^fT^cTTCT TR 

* ^fTf^rffrfr^rRT 

ii 
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ceasing of Pleasure, also, that cannot be Soul’s aim. To 
this he replies 

TOT vtow H TOT W5IT?fa- 

mut. ii ft ii 

Aph. 6. Not such desire for pleasure 

Pleasure no compen- • , , . o i ii 

sation/or Pain. is there to ooul, as there is annoyance 

from Pain. 

a. And so the aversion to Pain, having excluded also 
the desire for Pleasure, gives rise to a wish for the cessa- 
tion of Pain simply ; so that there is not an equality of 
gain and loss, 3 [but a clear gain, in the desired release]. 

b. He declares that Soul’s aim is simply the cessation 
of Pain; because Pain is, indeed, abundant, in comparison 
of Pleasure 

‘ TOFnfq fTO i^r^a r- 

TOTHTO 5T UT VWTO I TOT? II 

2 Instead of irar., some MSS. of Vijnana’s commentary, as 

also Nagesa and Vedanti Mah&deva, have and a marginal 

note in one of my copies of Aniruddha states this to be the true 
reading. J Ed. 

3 tot v TOTfa^ro srrfrorft 
<£Ufa^TTO^T STTOcftfa ?t cT^ iq mU rT- 
fafa ii. 

ssn? ii 



424 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


1 wfa *T#fcT II S II 

'O sj> 

pleasure sparingly Aph. 7. For [only] some one, some- 
dupensed. where, is happy. 

a. Among innumerable grasses, trees, brutes, birds, 
men, &c., very few, — a man, a god, or the like, — are 
happy : such is the meaning. 2 

ll t II 

Aph. 8. It [Pleasure,] is also mixed 

Pleasure undeserving w ith Pain ; therefore the discrimina- 
ofthe name. . . _ 

ting throw it to the side of [and reckon 
it as so much,] Pain. 

a. He rejects the opinion that Soul’s aim is not the 
simple cessation of Pain, but this [cessation] tinctured 
with Pleasure : 3 

iqrrfirfh 

WTR 5 II H II 

1 Vedanti Mahadeva prefixes rf . Ed. 

mifd HimqnCtfk 11 

4 Aniruddha has t Ed. 

6 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has ffawra Ed. 




BOOK VI., APH. 10. 


435 


Aph. 9. If you say that this [cessa- 
•* ajot/. i>0n °f ,u tf enn9 tion of Pain] is not Soul’s aim, inas- 
much as there is no acquisition of 
Pleasure, then it is not as you say ; for there are two kinds 
[of things desired]. 

a. For we see, amongst men, quite a distinct aspiration : 
[the first,] ‘ May I be happy [the second,] f May I not 
be miserable [and the latter is our conception of beati- 
tude]. 1 

b. He ponders a doubt :* 

II *1° II 

A doubt -Aph. 10. The Soul [some one may 

suggest,] has no quality j for there is 

Scripture for its being unaccompanied, &c. 

a. Therefore the cessation of Pain, indeed, [a property 
which does not belong to it,] cannot be Soul’s aim : such 
is the meaning. 4 

b. He clears up this 5 [doubt] : 


1 q# Rfl 5T WTfaffT f? ijyifa 

wpsnri sfar « 

’ II 

3 Aniruddha has ; N&gek, 

• JEd. 

\£> 

ii 

‘Hwutn 
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ii h 

, Aph. 11. Though it [the Pain.] be 

the property oi something else, yet it 
exists in it [the Soul,] through non-discrimination. 

a. Though qualities, viz., pleasure, pain, &c., belong 
[only] to the Mind, they exist, i.e., they abide, in the 
shape of a reflexion , in it, viz., in Soul, ‘through non- 
discrimination/ as the cause, owing to the conjunction of 
Nature with Soul : such is the meaning. And this has 
been set forth in the First Book. 1 

b. The binding of Soul by the qualities [or fetters,] 
arises from non-discrimination : but from what does non- 
discrimination arise ? With reference to this, he says : 2 

11 s* n 


_ , Aph. 12. Non-discrimination [of 

discrimination must have Soul from Nature] is beginnin gless ; 

been from eternity. , . , . , . 

because, otherwise, two objections 
would present themselves. 

a. For, had it a beginning, then, if [first,] it arose quite 
spontaneously, bondage might befall even the liberated ; 



i Vera 

c 

n fipr t fis PT ii 
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md, if [secondly,] it were produced by Desert, &c., there 
would be a regressus in infinitum, inasmuch as we should 
have to search for another [previous instance of] non- 
discrimination, to stand as the cause of [that] Desert, 
&c., also : such is the meaning. 1 

b. And then, if it be without beginning, it must be 
everlasting. To this he replies : 2 

5 T « 151 n s? « 

Aph . 13. It [non-discrimination,] 

A on-discrimination, x c 

though from eternity \ cannot be everlasting [m the same 

may be cut short. manner] as the soul is ; else, it could 

not be cut short, [as we affirm that it can be]. 

a. It is not everlasting, indivisible, and beginningless, 
in the same way as the soul is ; but it is beginningless, in 
the shape of an on-flotc [which may be stopped]. For, 
otherwise, the cutting short of a beginningless entity 
would, as is established by Scripture, be unfeasible, 
[though the beginningless antecedent non-entity of a given 
jar may be readily understood to terminate, on the pro- 
duction of the jar]. Such is the meaning. 4 


1 ^TcT «WT- 

trf%: ^ 

8 i ?r- 

« • 

3 Nagesa has . Mi. 

‘ fti ^ 
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b. Having stated the cause of [Soul’s] Bondage, he 
states the cause of Liberation : l 

II «|g II 


\ 


Bondage how destruc- 
tible , 


Apli. 14. It [Bondage,] is annihi- 
late by the allotted cause, [viz., dis- 
crimination of Soul from Nature] ; 
as darkness is [annihilate by the allotted cause, viz., 
Light]. 

sRTfa ii a 


\ 


This enforced . 


Aph. 15. Here, also, [viz., in the 
case of Bondage and Discrimination, 
as in the case of Darkness and Light,] there is allotment, 
[as is proved] both by positive and negative conso- 
ciation ;* [Liberation taking place where Discrimination 
is, and not where it is not]. 

a. He reminds [us] of what was mentioned in the first 
Book, 3 viz., that Bondage cannot be innate, &c : 4 


i ’sfk- 

ii 

* Rt^iTTvrm? it 

1 Vide supra, p. 43, note 2, and p. 194, note 3. Prof. Cowell 
defines anwaya-vyatireka as 4 affirmative and negative induction,* in 
his edition of Coiebrooke's Essays, vol. i., p. 315, note 3. See also 
his translation of the Kusumdnjali , pp. 7 and 23. Ed, 

3 Vide supra, p. 8. Ed, * 

jPTOTWTVHE HTPCVfcT II 
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‘w^tt^T^ntRfws w 11 'll, u 

Aph. 16. Since it cannot be [ac- 
^ counted iorj in any other way, it is 

non-discrimination alone that is [the cause of] Bondage, 
[which cannot be innate]. 

a. ‘ Bondage ’ here means the cause of Bondage, named 
the conjunction of pain. The rest is plain. 2 

b. But then, since liberation, also, from its being a pro- 
duct, is liable to destruction. Bondage should take place 
over again. To this he replies : 3 

51 WSW II <19 II 

Aph. 17. Further, Bondage does not 

Bondage does not recur. . ,, . , ... , . . 

again attach to the liberated ; because 
there is Scripture 1 for its non-recurrence. 


1 Vedanti Mahadeva has . Ed. 


UUUU II 

a 5P| ^TVrRT fiRTOlUVn V*- 

i <pni ii 



Aniruddha and Vedanti Mah&deva cite the longer passage : 

gicfsi: si i 

See note 4, at p. 182, supra , Since that note was written, I have 


observed thff words ^rr^rr ^n; mth 
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Evidence of this. 


Aph. 18. Else, it [liberation,] would 
not be Soul’s aim, [which it is] . 


a. He states the reason why this is not Soul’s aim : 

ii «i<> ii 


Aph. 19. What happened to both 
Force of the evidence, would be alike, [if liberation were 
perishable]. 

a. That is to say : there would be no difference between 
the two, the liberated and the bound ; because of their 
being alike liable to future bondage ; and, therefore, such 
[perishable emancipation] is not SouFs aim, 3 [but emanci- 
pation final and complete]. 

b. But then, in that case, if you acknowledge that there 
is a distinction between the bond and the free, how is it 


ranydka Upanishad, ii., 4, 5, and Satapatha-brdhmana, xiv., 5,4,5. 
Aniruddba, in his comment on an Aphorism which soon follows, the 
twenty-third, quotes them correctly, with their ensuing context; a 
fact which suggests that my criticism on Y&chaspati Misra’s quotation, 
ventured in the note above referred to, may be hasty. JSd . 

1 Aniruddha, in one of my MSS., and. Vedanti Mahadeva have 

I. Ed - 

‘ ii 
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that you have asserted [Book I., § 19,] the eternal freedom 
[of all souls alike] ? To this he replies : l 


TO 8 II *0 II 


The nature of liberation. 


Aph. 20. Liberation is nothing other 
than the removal 3 of the obstacle [to 
the Soul’s recognition of itself as free] . 


a. But then, in that case, since Bondage and Liberation 
are unreal , Liberation must be contradictory to the texts, 
&c., which set forth what is Soul’s aim, [as some positive 
and real acquisition, not merely the removal of a screen] ; 
to which he replies : 4 

TTvmfrou: n n 


An objection repelled. 


Aph. 21. Even in that case, there is 
no contradiction. 


a. That is to say : ‘ even in that case/ i.e., even if 
Liberation consists [only] in the removal of an obstacle, 
there is no contradiction in its being Soul’s aim. 6 


1 

i cpui i» 

2 Nagesa reads TO- Ed. 

3 The rare word dhwasti , thus rendered, Vijnana and Vedanti 
Mahadeva explain by dkwansa. Ed. 

4 V^T- 
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b. But then, if Liberation be merely the removal of an 
obstacle, then it should be accomplished through mere 
hearing [of the error which stands in the way]; just as a 
piece of gold on one’s neck, [which one has sought for in 
vain, while it was] withheld from one by ignorance [of the 
fact that it has been tied round one’s neck with a string] , 
is attained, [on one’s hearing where it is]. To this he 
replies : x 

ii ^ h 

Aph. 22. This [attainment of Libera- 
peUed°! ?ter 0, 'j ectlon re * tion, on the mere hearing of the truth,] 
is no necessity ; for there are three sorts 
of those competent [to apprehend the truth ; but not all 
are qualified to appropriate it, on merely hearing it], 

a. He mentions that not mere hearing alone is seen to be 
the cause of knowledge, but that there are others, also : 4 



1 ’jrvfrt- 
i cPttf ii 

2 Nagesa, in some copies, and, according to some copies, Yijn6na 

read Xi. 

8 This Aphorism, as given, is a literal repetition of Book I., 70, 
at p. 87, supra . Ed. t 
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Aph. 23. Of others [viz., other means 
tJdX£ rmMnS besides hearing], for the sake of con- 
firmation, [there is need], 

a. He speaks of these same other means : l 

ft tor: ii *8 n 

v!) 

Aph. 24. There is no [absolute] 
not imperative. necessity that what is steady and pro- 

moting ease should be a [particular] 
posture, [such as any of those referred to in Book III., 
§34]. 

a . That is to say : there is no necessity that a ‘ posture 9 * 
should be the ‘ lotus-posture/ or the like ; because what- 
ever is steady and promotes ease is a [suitable] ‘posture/ 2 

b . He states the principal means 3 [of Concentration] : 

ftrf^ro *r: ii ii 

The efficient mean, of Aph. 2b. Hind without an object 
Concentration. J g Meditation. 

a. That is to say : what Internal Organ is void of any 
modification, that is ‘ Meditation,’ i. e., Concentration, in 
the shape of exclusion of the modifications of Intellect : 
by reason of the identity [here,] of effect and cause, the 
word ‘cause’ is employed for ‘effect.’ For it will be 


1 BTUWnUT? II 

2 mffcr *ra; 

fart tra v « 

* wgq KURWIf II 

2 F 
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declared how Meditation effects this' [exclusion of the 
modifications of Intellect]. 

b. But then, since Soul is alike, whether there be Con- 
centration or Non-concentration, what have we to do with 
Concentration? Having pondered this doubt, he clears 
it up : 2 

ii ii 

Aph. 26. If you say that even both 

A distinction not with- ,v • j-m • , • , 

out a difference. ways there is no difference, it is not so : 

there is a difference, through the exclu- 
sion [in the one case,] of the tinge [of reflected pain which 
exists in the other case]. 

a. But how can there exist a tinge in that which is 
unassociated [with anything whatever, as Soul is alleged 
to be] ? To this he replies : s 

II *9 II 


V C\ 


i sjiriNincTsn- 





8 wg %TT%T% TffT- 

SHUTS II 


3 faff# ?wwi: I cWf .11 




BOOK VI., APH. 29 . 


435 


Soul tinned by what 27. Though it [Soul,] be Ull- 

does not belong to it. associated, still there is a tingeing 

[reflexionally,] through Non-discrimination. 

a. That is to say : though there is not a real tinge in 
that which is unassociated [with tincture, or anything else], 
still there is, as it were, a tinge ; hence the tinge is treated 
as simply a reflexion, by those who discriminate the tinge 1 
[from the Soul, which it delusively seems to belong to]. 

1. He explains this same : 2 

fas nrfrmn=r: 

ii n 

Aph. 28. As is the case with the 
explained™'” 9 presence Hibiscus and the crystal [Book I., 
§ 19, c.], there is not a tinge, but a 
fancy [that there is such]. 

a. He states the means of excluding the aforesaid tinge : ! 


11 *q ii 


How to be got rid of. 

is 

Practice, Apathy, &c. 


Aph . 29. It [viz., the aforesaid tin^e,] 
debarred by Meditation, Restraint, 


1 nrrurf^hs ’fufts 
aiqTwqTTn sntcftfcr spr nfhftra v4t- 

2 f^SffrT II 

s ffRtUt'miUT? II 
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a. He shows the means settled by the ancient teachers, 
in regard to the exclusion — through Meditation, &c., 
lodged in the Mind, — of the tingeing of Soul i 1 

Aph. 30. It is by the exclusion of 

The ancient dogma on i a» q j , ,• 

this point. dissolution 3 and distraction, say the 

teachers. 

a. That is to say : through the removal, by means of 
Meditation, &c., of the Mind's condition of [being dissolved 
in] Sleep, and condition of [waking] Certainty, &c., there 
takes place also the exclusion of the tingeing of Soul by 
the condition ; because, on the exclusion of any [real] 
object, there is the exclusion also of its reflexion : so say 
the ancient teachers. 3 

b. ne states that there is no compulsion that Meditation, 
&c., should take place in caves and such places : 4 

* n ss n 

2 ‘ Inertness [of mind] * is a better rendering of lay a, Ed. 

3 rnrnirrf^- 

c\ ^ ^ 

5 Aniruddha has, to a very different effect, <JT*?nncT. 
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Aph. 31. There is no rule about 
place anpvitere. ia ^ localities; for it is from tranquillity 
of Mind. 

a. That is to say : Meditation, or the like, results simply 
‘ from tranquillity of Mind/ Therefore, such a place as a 
cave is not indispensable for it. 1 

h. The discussion of Liberation is completed. Now, 
with an eye to the unchangeableness of Soul, he handles 
compendiously the cause of the world ' 

II II 

Aph. 32. Nature is the primal ma- 
of the world. terial ; lor there is Scripture [to the 

effect] that the others are products. 

a. That is to say : since we learn, from Scripture, that 
Mind, &c., are products, Nature is established under the 
character of the radical cause of these. 3 

b. But then, let Soul be the material. To this he replies : 4 


His comment runs: 

II Ed. 

ii 

2 Ararat i 

?nrt « 

‘ *R?T I ftVTl II 
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ftrWFfsftr WRt itPVR THFTTtT II ?? II 


Aph. 33. Not to Soul does this [viz., 
to be the material of the world,] be- 
long, though it be eternal; because 
of its want of suitableness. 


Soul not the material 
of the world . 


a . That is to say : suitableness to act as material implies 
the possession of qualities, and the being associable : [and,] 
by reason of the absence of both of these, Soul, though 
eternal, [and, therefore, no product,] cannot serve as 
material. 1 

b . But then, since, from such Scriptural texts as, ‘ Many 
creatures have been produced from Soul/ 2 we may gather 
the fact that Soul is a cause, the assertions of an illusory 
creation, &e., ought to be accepted. Having pondered 
this adverse suggestion, he replies : s 

Aph. 34. The despicable sophist 1 does 
JX>T SiteViCWUn ' not 8 ain l> correct apprehension of] 
Soul; because of the contradictoriness 
[of his notions] to Scripture. 


1 RflFt cRK- 

f?*3lr%sfa II 

2 MundaTca Upanishad , ii., i., 5. Ed. 

1 nwr: ^irn'H«m 

’UffaT SRimfJTf II 

t 

4 Here I have offered a substitute for ‘ illogical outcasts/ Ed. 
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а. That is to say : the various views, in regard to SouPs 
being a cause, which are conceivable are, all, opposed to 
Scripture ; therefore, the lowest of the bad reasoners, and 
others, who are accepters thereof, 1 have no knowledge of 
the nature of Soul. Hence it is to be understood that 
those, also, [e.g., the Naiyapikas ,] who assert that Soul 
is the substance of the qualities Pleasure, Pain, &c., are 
quite illogical ; these, also, have no correct knowledge of 
Soul. And, if it be asserted that Soul is a cause [of the 
world], just as the sky is the recipient cause of the clouds, 
&c., [and stands, towards it, in the relation of a cause, 
in so far as, without the room afforded by it, these could 
not exist], then we do not object to that ; for, what we 
deny is only that there is transformation 2 [of Soul, as 
material, into the world, as product]. 

б. Since we see, that, in the case of things motionless, 
locomotive, &c., the material cause is nothing else than 


1 ‘Lowest .... thereof* I have put instead of ‘base illogical 
holders of these.’ Ed. 

2 ^ 3 tot: TOiftarci 

to ’srfbfaw TOif**- 

SRISISRl 5T TO<fta*t: I 

sfa to TOirotTOTOrroFr an- 

Tcftmwro > ^asiamwnfireT- 

nasiTOmTO^TO: asTTOTOaro to to 
fTOfn: nftwtn#* nf^vif^frr ii 
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earth , &c., how can Nature be the material of all ? To this 
he replies : x 




Aph. 35. Though but mediately [the 
cause of products], Nature is inferred 
[as the ultimate cause of the inter- 
mediate causes,] ; just as are Atoms, [by the Vaiseshikas\. 


Nature the ultimate 
material cause. 


II II 

Aph. 36. It [Nature,] is all-per- 
Nature all-pervading. vading ; because [its] products are seen 
everywhere. 

a. But then, only if it be limited, can it be said that, 
‘ Wherever a product arises, there does it [Nature,] go [or 
act] [for what is unlimited, and fills all space, can find 
no other space to move into]. To this he replies : 2 


II 3$ II 

Aph. 37. Though motion may attach 
An objection pamed. ^ this does not destroy its cha- 

racter as ultimate cause ; just as is the case with Atoms. 


a. ‘ Motion * means action. Though it be present, 
this does not prevent its [Nature’s,] being the radical 
cause; just as is the case with the earthy and other 





v3 vO 
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Atoms, according to the opinion of the Vaiseshikas : such 
is the meaning. 1 

^ ■fom: II II 

Nature the proper 4M- 38. Nature is something in 
tubsttiute for eight of addition to the notorious [nine Sub- 

the substances tn the , L . . 

Ngdya list. stances oi the Naiyayikas] : it is no 

matter of necessity [that there should be precisely nine]. 

a. And the argument, here, is the Scriptural declaration, 
that eight [of the pretended primitive substances] pro- 
ducts : such is the import. 2 

II ?Q. II 

Aph. 39. Purity and the others are 
,hZ a qZ^t tS0/!he not properties of it [viz., Nature]; 
because they are its essence. 

a. That is to say : Purity and the other Qualities are 
not properties of Nature ; because they are what constitutes 
Nature.* 

b. He determines the motive of Nature’s energizing ; 


1 nfft: farm i rUK^sfti 

V\ 

Rrih ii 




442 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


since, if we held the energizing to be without a motive, 
Emancipation would be inexplicable : l 

*rfv: 

II tfo II 

Aph. 40. Nature, though it does not 
^Nature's disinterested- enjoy [the results of its own ener- 
gizing], creates for the sake of Soul ; 
like a cart’s carrying saffron, [for the use of its master. 
See Book III., § 58]. 

a. He states the concomitant 3 cause of diversified 
creation : 4 



II 8 s ) II 


Nature treats every 
one according to his 
deserts . 


Aph . 41. The diversity of creation 
is in consequence of the diversity of 
Desert. 


1 OTRTTji: 

2 Nagesa is peculiar in giving, as an Aphorism, in substitution 
for these words, the clause from the introduction to it, printed just 

above, viz., forgo 9 &c., but ending with the nominative case 

The Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-prava- 
chana-bhdshya has, as the Aphorism, very corruptly, in part: 


3 Nimitta, on which vide supra , p. 400, note 4. JEd. 

4 fofwjff fofoWlTORTf II 
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a . But then, granting that creation is due to Nature, 
yet whence is destruction ? For a couple of opposite results 
cannot belong to one and the same cause. To this he 
replies : l 

a 8* n 

Aph. 42. The two results are through 

Naturelkow eSUltS ^ r0m e( l u ip°i se and the reverse of equi- 
poise. 

a. Nature is the triad of Qualities, viz., Purity, &c. ; 
and their ‘ reverse of equipoise’ is their aggregation in 
excess or defect ; the absence of this [reverse of equipoise] 
is ‘ equipoise :* 2 through these two causes two opposite 
results, in the shape of creation and destruction, arise from 
one and the same : such is the meaning. 3 

b. But then, since it is Nature’s attribute to create, there 
should be the mundane state, even after [the discrimina- 
tive] knowledge, [which, it is alleged, puts an end to it]. 
To this he replies : 4 


1 rjrT VRcT TFtRST WUcT i 

3 Compare Book I., Aph. 61, a, at p. 71, supra. Ed. 

3 ircrR w ^ *rt- 

''Sr CS 

fcrftTRHT^T rTWre: WKt cnwn 

SRrffoni}: II 

^ WTcT I (WT? II 
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ftpr*i%ira flfv: WTOq SSfaPTH II I}? II 

^ C N ^ 

Aph. 43. Since [or when,] the eman- 
mST2^£! M cipated has understood [that he never 
was really otherwise], Nature does not 
create ; just as, in the world, [a minister does not toil, when 
the king’s purpose has been accomplished]. 1 

a. But then, Nature does not rest from creating ; for we 
see the mundane condition of the ignorant : and so, since 
Nature goes on creating, to the emancipated, also, Bon- 
dage may come again. To this he replies : 2 

fafawn- 

II 8a II 

N 

Aph. 44. Even though it [Nature,] 
ture should invade the may mvade others [with its creative 
emancipated. influences], the emancipated does not 

experience, in consequence of the absence of a concurrent 
cause, 4 [e.g., Non-discrimination, in the absence of which 
there is no reason why the emancipated should be subjected 
to Nature’s invasion]. 



1 Compare Aph. 66 of Book III., at p. 267, supra . Ed. 

' TTOwtw qgmfl T u- 

^ ___ ^ 

i 11 

8 Some copies of Vijnana here introduce ; and Nagesa 

has the lection frofwFfr Ed. 

4 Nimitta, on which vide eupra t p. 400, note 4. Ed. 
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a. But then, this arrangement could be possible then, 
[only] if there were a multiplicity of souls : but that is 
quite excluded by the text of the non-duality of Soul. 
Having pondered this doubt, be says : l 

af^sjTrr: n 8 m ii 

Aph. 45. The multeity of Soul [is 

proledfrL the Vet. P roved ] b Y the distribution [announced 
by the Veda itself]. 

a. That is to say : the multeity of Soul is proved, abso- 
lutely, by the distribution of Bondage and Emancipation 
mentioned in such Scriptural texts as, ‘ Whoso understand 
this, these are immortal, while others experience only 
sorrow.’ 3 3 

b. But then, the distribution of Bondage and Liberation 
may be through the difference of adjunct. To this he 
replies : 4 


1 JrfcR anwi via ^ 


i 

fPf « 



2 t 


3 Salhjpatha-brdkmana, xiv., 7, 2, 15. Ed • 


^Tfll 
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wfinhrfi 11 8 ff h 

\ 

Aph. 46. If [you acknowledge] an 
’ sup^litiZlfSouls. ^ adjunct [of Soul], then, on its being 
established, there is duality , [upsetting 
the dogma founded on in § 44]. 

a. But then, the adjuncts, moreover, consist of ‘ Igno- 
rance/ [which, according to the Vedanta, is no reality] ; so 
that by these there is no detriment to [the Vedantic dogma 
of] non-duality. With reference to this doubt, he says : 2 

ii 8$ a 

The Veddnta cannot Aph. 47. Even by the two the au- 
evade non-duality. thority is contradicted. 

a. That is to say : even by acknowledging the two, viz., 
Soul and Ignorance, a contradiction is constituted to the 
text, [which is alleged as] the authority for non-duality/ 5 

b. He states another couple of objections, also 

^ UT WHT- 

C\ 

II 8 b II 


1 Nagesa has . Ed. 

C\ 

ii 

4 » 
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Aph. 48. The prima facie view [of 

The establishment of the Vedantal is not [to be allowed any 
the Vedanta tenet implies n . . . . . 

a contradiction, iorce, as an objection] ; because, by 

[admitting] two, [viz., Soul and Igno- 
rance], there is no opposition [to our own dualistic theory 
of Soul and Nature] : and the subsequent [dogma, viz., 
that one single Soul is the only reality, is not to be allowed] ; 
because of the non-existence of a proof, [which, if it did 
exist, would, along with Soul, constitute a duality]. 

a . But then, Soul will be demonstrated by its self-mani- 
festation. To this he replies : l 

a i te ii 

Aph. 49. [And.] in its [Soul's,] being 
iraiiZf eSklH0n C ° n ' demonstrated by the light [of itself, as 
you Vedantis say it is], there is the 
[unreconciled] opposition of patient and agent [in one, 
which is a contradiction]. 

a . That is to say : if Soul be demonstrated by the light 
which Soul consists of, there is the ‘ opposition of patient 
and agent ,s [in one]. 

b . But then, there is no contradiction [here,] between 
patient and agent; because it [the Soul], through the 
property of light which is lodged in it, can, itself, furnish 


1 I 11 

2 Aniruddha has ; Nagesa, 

nfsrcftr.. Ed- 

Tfa.mrt: ii 
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the relation to itself ; just as the Vai'seshikas declare, that, 
through the intelligence lodged in it, it is, itself, an object 
to itself. To this he replies : 1 

3T3 irarrvrcrfcf f^xr: II qo II 

Aph. 50. This [Soul], in the shape of 
o/soul. ,nat, ’ H> f uncbon Thought, discrepant from the non- in- 
telligent, reveals the non-intelligent. 

a. But then, in that case, if duality be established in 
accordance with proofs, &c., what becomes of the Scriptural 
text declaring non-duality ? To this he replies : 4 

w yrfbfedvt nfferi wrrnnra wfei;: 

II MS II 

Aph. 51. There is no contradiction 
ti ^ o saho ^ ortheVatJiC to Scripture [in our view]; because 
that [text of Scripture which seems to 

' WW wife wfeffffattv: WlfTOHMiia!- 

yfelTT WTPt I W Wwfe 

wtwt ^rfayijRSTTT sfel 

UWT1II 



2 Aniruddha has -w . Ed. 

3 From this point, Vedanti Mahadeva, according to my one poor 
MS. of his work, has a very different reading, which, however, owing 
to the carelessness of the copyist, I am unable to reproducf t Ed . 

WT ufe I UWTf II 
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assert absolute non-duality] is [intended] to produce apathy 
in those who have desires, [and who would be better for 
believing in 1 the nothingness of the things of time ’]. 

a „ He tells us that the assertors of non-duality are to be 
shunned, not only for the reason above mentioned, but, also, 
because of the non-existence of evidence to convince us 
that the world is unreal; 1 

II M* II 

Aph. 52. The world is real ; because 
irJefragat>ie <rS reallt ' J it results from an unobjectionable cause, 
and because there is [in Scripture,] no 
debarrer [of this view of the matter]. 

a. We see, in the world, that no reality belongs to dream- 
objects, or to the [fancied] yellowness of [invariably white] 
conch-shells, and the like; inasmuch as these are results 
of the internal organ, &c., when [not normal, but] injured 
by [i.e., under the injurious influence of] Sleep, 2 &c.: and 
this is not [the state of things] in the [waking] Universe, 
in which Mind is the first, 3 4 {according to Book I., § 71]. 


1 H 3Rfq 

2 For ‘injured,’ &c., read, 4 impeded by the obstruction [offered] 
by Sleep/ Ed. 

3 Instead of 4 in which/ <fcc., read, ‘ [consisting of] the Great One, 
&c / Ed. 


4 pqrsr- 

u 
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/>. He declares that the Universe is real, not merely in 
its existent state [at any given instant], but, also, always 

: li M? II 

Creation excluded. A P 1u 53 ‘ SinCe ifc Caimot be [ac- 

counted for] in any other way, mani- 
festation [of whatever is manifested] is of what is real, 
[i.e., of what previously existed]. 

a. That is to say : since, through the aforesaid reasons, 
it, is impossible that the unreal should come into existence, 
what does come into existence, or is manifested, is what 
really existed [previously,] in a subtile form. 2 

h. Though [it is declared that] the being the agent and 
the being the experiencer belong to diverse subjects, he 
asserts the distribution [of agency to Self-consciousness, 
and of experience to Soul,] by two aphorisms : 3 

^ 11 Mg n 

AnU. 54. Self-consciousness, not Soul, 

/ he real agent who. . 

is the agent. 



?t ii 

8 oJRWR- 

W^lfcT II 

x C\ \ 
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f^HPTt wfw^TftrmT?T II MM II 

Aph. 55. Experience ceases at [dis- 
<>ffv/!m. tenCe tS g0t nd crimination of] Soul, [as being quite 
distinct from Nature] ; since it arises 
from its [Soul's,] Desert, [which is not, really , Soul's, but 
which, while Non-discrimination lasts, is made over to 
Soul ; just as the fruits of the acts of a king’s ministers are 
made over to the king], 

a. He shows the reason for what was stated before, viz., 
that cessation of action does not result from enterings into 
the world of Brahma : 1 

II M§r II 

6 \ 

Aph. 56. Even in the world of the 
u JaiZtcLZy S rcZn' J moon, &c„ there is return [to mundane 
existence] ; because of there really 
being a cause [of such return]. 

ro ‘ A cause/ viz., Non-discrimination, Desert, &c. 8 

b. But then, through the counsels of the persons 
dwelling in these various [supermundane] worlds, there 
ought to be no return [to mundane existence]. To this he 
replies : 1 


1 fa^fhfvfrr v- 

2 Instead of -TOTOTcT ? Anirud dli abas Ed. 

3 II 
<T I *.cRTf II 
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sifarer TTfa^nfrefe 1 Tp^rf II M$ II 


_ . , , Aph. 57. Not by the counsel of 

This j>oint enforced. 1 _ i • -i rr» 

[supermundanej people is there enectu- 
ation [of Emancipation] ; just as in the former case, [the 
case, viz., of counsel given by mundane instructors]. 

a. But, in that case, what becomes of the text that there 
is no return from the world of Brahma ? To this he replies : 2 


11 Mfc h 

Apli. 58. There is Scripture [declara- 
tor ° Scr ' P ‘ tory] of Emancipation, [on going to the 

world of Brahma] ; this [Emancipation] 
being effected [more readily in that world than in this, but 
only] by intermediacy [of the appropriate means]. 

a. He alleges the Scriptural text of Soul’s going [to the 
locality where it is to experience], even though it be all- 
filling,* [and can, therefore, have no place into, which to 
move] : 

sreroit ship*?! ii m<£ ii 

Another ^ph. 59. And, in accordance with 

the text of its ‘ going/ though it [Soul,] 


1 Aniruddha has, instead of :. Ed. 

! *rt i 

fWTf II 
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is all-pervading, yet, in time, it reaches its place of experi- 
ence [or body], through conjunction with an adjunct; as 
in the case of Space. 

a. For, as Space, though it is all-pervading, is spoken of 
as moving to some particular place, in consequence of its 
conjunction with an adjunct, such as ajar, [when we say 
4 the space occupied by the jar is moved to the place to 
which the jar is carried *], just so is it 1 [here] . 

b . He expounds the statement, that the site of experi- 
ence [the body,] is formed through the superintendence 
of the experiencer, 2 [Soul] : 






II a 


The Body's existence 
dependent on Soul. 


Aph . 60. This [constitution of a 
body] is not accomplished in the case of 
what is [organic matter] not superin- 
tended [by Soul] ; because we find putrefaction [in organic 
matter where Soul is absent], 

a . But then, let the construction of a site of experience 
[or a body,] for Experiencers [i.e.. Souls,] take place 


1 ^ ______ ** *N 

C\ 

cR^fcT II 

WNRVfo II 

3 ^The reading of Aniruddha is , Ed. 
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without any superintendence at all, through Desert. To 
this he replies 

ii %<\ ii 

Aph . 61. If you say that [indepen- 
oftiTBody 1 i1t€ *”^ r Gently of any superintendence,] it is 
through Desert [that a Body is formed, 
it is not so] ; since what is unconnected [with the matter 
to be operated upon] is incompetent thereto; as is the 
case with [unapplied] water, &c., in respect of a plant. 

a . That is to say : because it is impossible that Desert, 
which is not directly conjoined with the semen and other 
[elements of the Body] , should operate through Soul , in 
the construction of the Body, &c. ; just as it is for water, 
&c., unconnected with the seed, to operate through tillage y 
&c., in the production of a plant. 3 

b. According to the system of the Vaiseshi/cas and 
others, it is settled that Soul is the superintendent, [in 
the construction of the Body], in virtue of its being con- 
joined with Desert. But he tells us, that, in his own doc- 


2 Nagesa reads . Ed. 

$ni stsn- 
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trine, since Desert, &c., are not properties of Soul, the 
Soul cannot, through these, be the cause 1 [of the Body] : 



m n 


Apli. 62. For this is impossible [viz., 
tats. tliat the Soul should, through its Desert, 
fyc., be the cause of Body] ; because it has no qualities 
for these [viz., Desert, &c.,] are properties of Self-con- 
sciousness, [not of Soul]. 


a. And so, in our opinion, it is settled that Soul 
superintends [in the causing of the Body,] quite directly, 
by conjunction simply, without reference to anything 
intermediate : such is the import.* 

b. But, if Soul be all-pervading, then the limitedness of 
the living soul, which is set forth in Scripture, is unfounded. 
To repel this doubt, he says : 8 


1 

II 



%3*fwR *rra: ii 

I ^ 

3 **5 ^5% suvwff TgfcTnfhmfs?i 
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Aph. 63. The nature of a living soul 
un%M W HmiUd a ” d beings to that which is qualified, [not 
to Soul devoid of qualities, as is proved] 
by direct and indirect arguments. 1 

a. To be a living soul is the being possessed of the vital 
airs ; and this is the character of the soul distinguished by 
personality, not of pure Soul, 2 [which is unlimited]. 

b. Desiring, now* to set forth the difference between 
the products of Mind [or the Great Principle,] and of 
Self-consciousness, he first states the products of Self-con- 
sciousness ; 3 

vm- 

wn^rff ii ii 

\ 

Aph. 64. The effectuation of works 

The real ayent whvt. . , , , , c u 

is dependent on the agent belt-con- 
sciousness, not dependent on a Lord, [such as is feigned 
by the VaiseshiJcas\ ; because there is no proof [of the 
reality of such]. 4 

a . By this aphorism are set forth, as are also established 


1 On anwaya-vyatireJca , ride supra > p. 428, note 2. j Ed. 

1 sfNtf TnfM atngqii 
vift ^ ii . 

3 sfirftpn- 

4 See Book I.> Aph. 92, at p. 112* supra. Ed. 
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by Scripture and the Legal Institutes, the creative and the 
destructive agencies of Brahma and Rudra 1 [respectively], 
owing to their adjunct, Self-consciousness, 2 [or per- 
sonality]. 

b. But then, grant that Self-consciousness is the maker 
of the others, still who is the maker of Self-consciousness P 
To this he replies : 3 

II ffM II 

Apk 65. It is the same as in the 

The real agent whence, . . n ^ 

arising oi Desert. 

a. Just as, at the creations, &c., the manifestation of 
Desert, which sets Nature energizing, results solely from 
the particular time, — since, if we were to suppose other 
Desert as the instigator of this, we should have an infinite 
regress, — just so Self-consciousness arises from time alone, 
as the cause; but there is not another maker thereof, 
also : thus, the two [cases] are alike : such is the meaning. 4 


1 This is an appellation of Siva. lid. 


2 vwh tp 

vrfawrfbfs-sufa nfftvt- 

C C 

f^TU II 


l*W? II 






458 


THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


*Jf<TtSsra II II 


Orthodox recognition 
of Drahm/i , Siva , and 
Vishnu, put forward . 


Aph. 66. The rest is from Mind, [the 
Great Principle], 


a. What is other than the products of Self-conscious- 
ness [or personality], viz., Creation, &c., that, viz., Preser- 
vation, &c., results from the Great Principle alone ; 
because, inasmuch as it consists of pure Goodness, having 
no Conceit, Passion, &c., it is moved solely by benevolence 
towards others : such is the meaning. And by this apho- 
rism is established the character, as Preserver, of Vishnu, 
owing to the Great Principle, as adjunct 12 [of the soul, 
which, without adjunct, would neither create, preserve, 
nor destroy (see § 64)]. 


b. It has been stated, before, that the relation of 
Nature and Soul, as experienced and experiencer, is 
caused by Non-discrimination [of the one from the other]. 
Here, what is Non-discrimination, itself, caused by? 


hit awft 



ii 


n- 





^ ufirotvifyqi vra- 
ii 

2 The text here followed i* very inferior. Ed . 
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With reference to this doubt, he states that all phi- 
losophers reject, in common, the doubt whether we should 
have an infinite regress, on the supposition of a stream of 
Non-discrimination ; because this [regress] is valid? [since 
an infinite regress which is in conformity with the truth 
is no sound cause of objection] : 

Cf 

STT^tcf H II 

Aph. 67. The relation of possession 

b/ac^Zdin’withZ and possessor, also, if attributed [as it 
detriment to the argu- i s by some,] to Desert, in the case of 

Nature [and Soul], like [the relation of] 
seed and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite re- 
gress of alternants], is begiuningless. 

cfT ii u 

Aph 68. Or [the case is, likewise, 

jfl Second . r> • n n • r» «j r. v 

one oi an infinite regress,] it it [the 
relation between Nature and Soul,] be attributed to Non- 
discrimination [of Soul from Nature], as Panchasikha 
[holds]. 


1 sifarmfafinps: 

i Wst- 

?sn? ii 

is the reading of Aniruddha. Ed. 
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sfb h f,a u 

Aph. 69. [The case is the same,] if, 
A Jnrd. a8 ^he teacher Sanandana does, we 

attribute it [the relation between Nature and Soul,] to 
the Subtile Body, [which, in the shape of its elemental 
causes, attends Soul, even during the periodical annihila- 
tions of the world]. 

a. lie sums up the import of the declarations of tho 
Institute : l 

VST TTST W5- 

vr*t: ii so ii 

Aph. 70. Be that the one way, or the 
The summing up. other, the cutting short thereof [viz., 

of the relation between Nature and Soul,] is Soul’s aim ; 
the cutting short thereof is Soul’s aim. 


1 vravTssirSmraftfb ii 


THE EXD. 



CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS. 


IN THE BODY OF THE PAGE. 

P. 12, 1. 19. Instead of * indestructible,* read * impracticable.* 

P. 23, 1. 7. * That is to say,’ &c. See, for a more correct ren- 
dering, the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 63. 

P. 25, 1. 2. Read, instead of ‘your own implied dogma,* 'the 
dogma which you accept. 5 

P. 32, 1. 8. The reference to the second note is omitted. 

P. 35, 1. 14. TJcfi ^nr^T 18 the reading of Aniruddha and 
Nagesa ; UWTT- that of Vijnana and Vedanti Mahadeva. 

P. 44, 1. 3. Aniruddha has 

Cs _. 

P. 46, l. 14, Read, instead of ?ra, 

P. 52, 1. 10. ‘ That is to say,’ &c. For another version, see the 

Rational Refutation , &c., p. 119. 

P. 56, 1. 7. Read faifcrt 0 . 

> 

P. 58, 1, 13. Almost certainly, this interpolation was taken from 
the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya. My 
copy of that work was lent, in 1851, to Pandit Hirananda Chaube, 
who prepared, for Dr. Ballantyne, the Sanskrit portion of what 
corresponds to pp. 1 — 183, swpra, in which, additions, compressions, 
interpolations, and other alterations lawlessly made by him, and 
scholia of his own devising, were introduced with regrettable fre- 
quency. 

P, 59, 1. 15 — p. 61, 1. 13. For another rendering, from a text 
here and there somewhat different, see the Rational Refutation , Ac. 
pp. 12, 13. 

P. 69, l.*m Read W'- 

P.85, 1 13. ‘This Ignorance,* &c. The original of this is i., 
v., 4, of the Vishnu-purdna. 

P.143,1.4. Read 

P. 149, 1. 1. Read ‘ is meant.’ 
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CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS. 


P. 109, 1. 5. * An internal ’ is better. 

P. 210, 1. 8. Instead of 1 it is one with the internal organ,* read 
‘the internal organ is really one.* The implication is, that huddhi , 
ahankdra, and manas really make one whole, called man as, in the 
wider sense of that term. 

P.233,1.8. Read 

CN 

P.240, 1. 12. Remove the brackets which enclose ‘promoting.* 
Compare p. 433, 1. 7. 

P. 272, 1. 10. Read ‘ family i.e., as.* 

P. 292, 1. 9. Read 

P. 437, 1. 10. Read 


IN THE NOTES. 

P. 13, 1. 1. Read , and remove, 

in p. 12, a. y the brackets enclosing the words ‘ the positive destruction 
of.’ Dr. Ballantyne’s maimed expression I find nowhere but in the 
Serampore edition of the S&nJchya-pravachana-bhashya. 

P. 18, 1. 2. Read 

P. 30, 1. 1. Nagesa has : , which Vijnana and 

Veil anti Mahadeva recognize as a reading. 

P. 35, 1. 5. Read ‘Aniruddha and Ndgesa have.* 


P. 39, 11. 5, 0. See, for the true reading of what is here given 
eovruptly, the Clihdndogya ZJpanishad, vi., ii., 1, 2. 

P. 47, 1. 5. Read 

P. 54, 1. 3. In the Serampore edition of the Sanlchya-pravaehana- 

hhdshya , the reading is , which obviates 

the anacoluthism spoken of in p. 53, note 4. * 

P. 54, 1. 4. ^From the Indiache Studien , where referred *o at the 
foot ofp. 53, it appears that Professor Weber found, in tby Amrita- 

bindu Upanishad , v. 13, here quoted, , ^nstead of 

Compare, further, Gaucjapada’s Mandulcyopanishat- 
kankd , iii., 4, et seq, 

P. 55, 1. 4. Read, instead of ‘Vedaati Mahadeva/ ‘Nagesa* 



CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS. 


463 


P. 63, 1. 4. Read , and so in p. 70, 1. 5, and 

p. 107, 1. 6. 

P. 64, 1. 1. Read v&sana. 

P. 64, 1. 4. The verses in question also occur as ii., 32, of Gau- 
dapada’s MdnduJcyopanishat-kdrilcd. They are quoted and trans- 
lated in the Rational Refutation , &c., pp. 1S9, 190, where they are 
professedly takef, I cannot now say how tenably, from the Yiveka- 
chuddmani , which is credulously affiliated on Sankara Acharya. 

P. 68, 1. 6. Read 


P. 77, 1. 1. Read 3SPR «fT • 

P. 102, 1. 4 Read 

P. 118, 1. 3. The quotation in question is xvi., 3, 4, of the Yoga - 
vdsishtha. For a more correct translation of it, see the Rational 
Refutation , &c., p. 214. 

P. 182, X 7. For emendations of sundry matters in note 4, 


see p. 429, note 4. 

P. 204, 11. 2, 3. The Serampore edition of the Sank hya-pravach ana - 
bli dishy a has , answering to its in the 

Aphorism ; also, ms:. 

P. 326, 1. 6. Read 4 clerical.* 


In the foregoing pages, reference has been made, again and again, 
to the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya 
published in 1821. Of the imperfections of that edition some notion 
may be formed from the facts, that it gives, as if they were com- 
mentary, no fewer than twenty-six of the Aphorisms, that it wholly 
omits six others, repeats two, curtails or mangles several, and, more 
than* once, represents, as Aphorisms, fragments of Yijnana’s ex- 
position Still, if great liberties have not been taken with his 
materials by the pandit who prepared it for the press, it may be 
considered as possessing the value of an inferior manuscript. Hence 
it has hem thought worth while to extract from it, as below, its 
principal peculiar readings of the Aphorisms, over and above those 
already remarked on. The pages and notes referred to are those of 
the present work. 
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Book I. Aph. 2. . Aph. 24. f( | "o( (JtJ® . Aph. 41. 

TrtflrruTNxjTf’Pw: i a,*, m. crht is omitted. 
Aph. 67. As in the MSS. spoken of in p. 82, note 3. Aph. 73. 

. Aph. 81. H I Aph, 97. 

Book II. Aph. 3. Only ^ 

Aph. 6, As in Aniruddha. See p. 190, note 3. Aph. 26. x[ 

is inserted. See p. 206, note 1. 

♦ 

Book III. Aph. 12. ^TTrr^ fT^rT Aph. 15. xf is 
omitted. See p. 235, note 3. Aph. 63. fsrnrat 0 Aph. 66. 
. See p. 267, note 3. 

Book IV. Aph. 26. . See p. 305, note 3. 

Book V. Aph. 4. instead of ^^TT- Aph. 6. fT 

is added at the end. Aph. 33. As in Aniruddha and Vedant? 
Mahadeva. See p. 338, note 2. Aph. 39. Aph. io. 

See p. 344, note 3. Aph. 51. As in Vedanti Mabadeva. 
See p. 352, note 4. Aph. 57. , instead of ^Rf?T- 

Aph. 80. cTTfa , instead of I*. Aph. 89. 
See p. 384, note 1. Aph. 98, 

See p. 390, note 3. Aph. 120. Aph. i23. 

• instead of 5f^. 

s!> 

Book VI. Aph. 11. Aph. 13. 

fN , instead of . Aph. 26. 






